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Current Topics. 


The New Master of the Chancery Division. 


THE OFFICE of Taxing-Master in the Supreme Court, vacant 
by the death of Mr. RAWLINSON, having been supplied by the 
transfer from Chancery Chambers of Mr. SPENCER WHITEHEAD, 
Mr. JosEpH Henry PoLLock Cuirty, M.A., has been appointed 
Master in the Chancery Division. Mr. CHITTY was admitted in 
1887, and has been a member of the firm of Tomlin & Chitty, of 
No. 8, Old Burlington-street, London. 


Viscount Wolverhampton. 


THE NEwsS of the resignation by Viscount WOLVERHAMPTON of 
the office of Lord President of the Council on the ground of ill- 
health, though not unexpected, will be received with great regret. 
In many offices he has proved himself an exceptionally able 
administrator, and has shewn the characteristics of a statesman— 
broad in view, prudent, moderate, and largely endowed with 
diplomatic tact. Would that he were ten years younger! He 
will carry with him into his retirement the affectionate regard 
of his former solicitor colleagues, and will be remembered as a 
man who, by his eminent services to the State, fairly achieved 
the distinction of being the first practising member of his 
profession to enter the House of Peers. 


The Chancellor of the Exchequer’s Attack on the 
Law Society. 

WE VERY much regret—and probably Mr. LLoypD GEorRGE, 
when he has had an opportunity for reflection, will equally 
regret—the intemperate attack which he made on the Law 
Society on Wednesday in the discussion in the House of Commons 
of the administration of the Finance Act, 1910. His charge is 
that the Law Society oppose every reform of the law, whether 
proposed by a Liberal or a Conservative Government, which may 
have the effect of reducing costs. He instances, among other 
matters, the opposition to registration of title and to the Public 
Trustee. We are not at present concerned to justify the oppo- 
sition, which we have always fully supported. But when Mr. 
Lioyp GrorGE attributes this and all other opposition to legal 
changes to the fear of costs being diminished, he speaks in singular 
ignorance of the real facts. The most important measures for 
the simplification of dealings with land—the Conveyancing and 





Settled Land Acts—have had the hearty support of solicitors, 
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and these reforms would have been carried further had not 
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proxy for use at meetings to be summoned under section 


successive Governments declined to furnish any facilities. The|120 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, does not 


opposition to registration of title has been throughout based on 
the difficulties and inconvenience attending transactions which 
have to be carried out in a public office. The matter is 
under the consideration of a commission appointed by the present 
Government, and it ill becomes a prominent member of the 
Government to prejudge in this manner the result of the commis- 
sion’s labours. The opposition to the Public Trustee has been based 
upon the perfectly reasonable desire to prevent the inconvenience 
incident to the intrusion of officialism into private life. But even 
if opposition in these matters was influenced by fear that costs 
might be reduced, no such reason affects criticisms on the Finance 
Act. With that Act as a political measure solicitors as a body 
are not concerned. With its administration they are very much 
concerned, but certainly not because it will reduce costs. There 
has been no measure of recent years so likely to increase the 
work of the legal profession, and any criticism which emanates 
from the Law Society or individual solicitors is aimed at avoiding 
the hardships to which so novel and complicated a measure will 
give rise. It is quite untrue that the Law Society is the opponent 
of legal reform. Whether in litigation or in conveyancing, well 
considered measures of reform receive from that society consistent 
and strongsupport. Has Mr. LLoyp Grorce forgotten that only 
a year ago he was the recipient from the Law Society of a flattering 
mark of their appreciation of his successful career? On that 
occasion his tone was very different from the unfortunate position 
he has now allowed himself to assume. 


Bold Litigants. 


DouBTLESS the case to which Lord Justice BUCKLEY was 
referring when (as mentioned in our last issue) he told of a bill 
filed in equity by one highwayman against his “ partner” for 
an account of the profits of the “business” was Lrerett v. 
Williams. This case was referred to as legendary by 
Bacon, V.C., in Ashurst v. Mason (L. R. 20 Eq. 230), but the 
papers in it were subsequently unearthed, and the full story (in 
cluding the fate of the parties and their advisers) will be found 
in the Law Quarterly Review (Vol. IX., p. 197). The defendant 
“‘was skilled in dealing in several sorts of commodities,” and he 
and the plaintiff “proceeded jointly in the said dealings with 
good success on Hounslow Heath, where they dealt with a gentle- 
man for a gold watch” and with many others for a large number 
of articles of value. But that was in the good old days of 
GrorceE I. Since then trade has grown slack in this line of busi- 
ness and litigants timid. Application was made to SWINFEN 
Eapy, J., last week for the appointment of a receiver and 
manager of a betting business, by one who claimed to be a 
partner in it ; but this is by no means analogous, as there is nothing 
illegal about such a business. Unfortunately his lordship based 
his refusal of the application on the absence of assets, and so 
declined to say whether the court would set its officer to manage 
a business of this kind or to receive the profits thence arising. 


Forms of Proxies for Meetings Summoned under 
Section 120 of the Companies Act, 1908. 


WE ARE informed that Mr. Justice SwINrFEN EApDy, on the 7th 
inst., took occasion to intimate that, in order to ensure the issue of 
proper forms of proxies for meetings to be summoned under section 
120 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, the order directing 
the meeting to be summoned should invariably provide that the 

roxies are to be in the form officially authorized by VAUGHAN 
VILLIAMS, L.J., in the Practice Direction (1896, W. N. 56), or in 
such other form as may be settled in chambers. The official form 
empowers the proxy “to vote for and in my name [ | the 
said scheme, either with or without modification, as my proxy may 
approve,” and contains opposite the blank a marginal note as 
follows: “If for, insert ‘for.’ If against, insert ‘ against,’ and 
strike out the words after ‘scheme’ and initial such alterations.” 
The full form will be found set out in Palmer’s Company 
Precedents (9th ed.), Part II, p. 901, Form 879. Seeing that 
proxy papers are for the use of “the man in the street” as 
well as “the man in an office,” their form should, if possible, 
be simple and fool-proof. This officially authorized form of 





satisfy this test. The marginal note to the form above set 
| out must be carefully read, and the instructions require thought 
| in carrying them out—not much thought, it is true, but 
jenough to be fatal to some laymen in a hurry. Those who 
| have had much experience of this form say that it is aston- 
ishing how many proxies are spoilt when it is used. It is 
always advisable, therefore, to procure some other form to be 
settled in chambers. 


Stamp Duty on Premium Leases. 


WE ARE NOT surprised that the case of stamp duty on pre- 
mium leases of small houses is exciting considerable interest, and 
last week we printed further correspondence on it. The Revenue 
authorities have adopted a strict construction of the Finance Act, 
1910, s. 75, and contend that since the duty chargeable under the 
heading ‘‘ Lease or Tack” in the schedule to the Stamp Act, 189], 
is doubled, the duplication refers both to the lease duty proper 
and to the duty on the premium or fixed payment which is 
directed to be the same as the duty on a conveyance or sale. No 
doubt in a literal sense this latter duty is a duty charged under 
the head * Lease or Tack”; but it is quite obvious that the 
meaning is that leases, to the extent of the fixed payment, shall 
be treated for stamp purposes as conveyances on sale. When, 
therefore, a subsequent Act doubles the sale and lease duties, 
but makes a special exemption from the doubled sale duty in the 
case of sale not exceeding £500, it is, as Messrs. SyRETT & Sons 
contend (ante, p. 580), a reasonable construction of the two Acts 
that the exemption is to apply to that part of the lease duty 
which is treated as sale duty. The Revenue authorities recognize 
the substantial eorrectness of this view by suggesting in their 
letter to Messrs. SyreTT & Sons that the double premium 
duty can be avoided by taking first a lease to the builder at the 
ground-rent, and then an assignment to the purchaser at the 
premium. It does not seem to have occurred to the author of 
this device that the additional conveyancing expense would be 
more than the saving on the stamp duty. The letter, however, 
is useful as an admission that the duplication of the premium duty 
is contrary to the meaning of the Acts, and can be got rid of by 
a change in the form of documents. This being so, the conten 
tion that the double premium duty is chargeable on purchases 
not exceeding £500 ought to be withdrawn. 


The Divorce Commission. 

THE EVIDENCE this week before the Divorce Commission has 
included that of several police court missionaries and of Mr. 
Tuomas HoLmes, the secretary of the Howard Association, who 
has had twenty-five years’ police-court experience. These wit- 
nesses seem to be agreed that there is no demand for divorce 
among the poor, but exactly the same evidence might be given 
by witnesses dealing with other classes of society. Speaking ot 
ordinary people, there is never any demand for divorce; ibe 
demand for divorce only arises in exceptional cases, and these 
may occur in any class. This is the reason of the general desire 
that equal opportunities for granting divorce in these exceptional 
cases should exist whatever the class in society of the persons 
concerned. Mr. Hume WrtutAms, K.C., advocates the 
retention of reports of divorce cases as a deterrent to 
offenders; but the question naturally arises, why should 
society in general suffer from the publication of repellent 
details in order that a few persons may be checked in 
vicious courses? The leading evidence of the week, how- 
ever, has been that of Mr. PLowpeN, who has put his 
views of marriage and divorce before the commission with entire 
unconventionality. Marriage without the possibility of divorce 
is, according to him, a gamble. He would make the marriage 
contract more binding by insisting on its being entered into as a 
civil contract, and he would encourage it by offering divorce as 
a means of escape if it should prove a failure. Divorce would 
be the dissolution of the civil contract, and, as in other cases ol 
contract, it should be possible to effect its dissolution where the 
contract had become impossible of fulfilment. Where, in Mr. 
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and life is unbearable, the partner should be allowed to get a 
divorce. As we have already said, divorce is meant for 
exceptional cases. No divorce laws or facilities for divorce will 
affect the great masses of society. Family life rests upon 
considerations which civil laws are powerless to touch. But as 
indicating the means of dealing with exceptional cases and of 
diminishing the unhappiness caused by indissoluble marriages, 
Mr. PLOWDEN’s views are at least interesting. 


“Subject to a Formal Contract.” 


Ir 1s an excellent thing to hold people to their bargains; but 
it is also excellent to ascertain first that there is a bargain to 
hold them to, and this latter precept has been overlooked in some 
of the decisions on the effect of making an acceptance of an offer 
dependent on a formal contract. The judgment of NEVILLE, J., 
in Santa Fé Land Co. v. Forestal, &c., Land Co. (Times, 13th inst.) 
is in accordance with the common sense view that words have a 
meaning, and that if a negotiation terminates with the words 
“subject to a formal contract,” the matter remains in negotiation 
and will so remain until the formal contract has been prepared 
and signed. There would, perhaps, never have been any doubt 
on this point but for the decision of Lord Westrury, C., in 
Chinnock v. Marchioness of Ely (4 D. J. & G., p. 646) that, if the 
terms arrived at shew a final agreement, that agreement is 
binding, notwithstanding a provision that a formal agreement 
shall be executed. The very object of the provision would seem 
to be that the parties shall not be bound by the informal agree- 
ment, but shall only be bound when a properly considered 
contract has been entered into. This, however, is not the accepted 
view, and the rule in Chinnock v. Marchioness of Ely was approved 
in Rossiter v. Miller (3 App. Cas., p. 1139). Hence the continual 
doubt which attends cases of this kind. But where there is not 
merely a provision for a formal contract, but the acceptance of 
an offer is expressly made ‘subject to a formal contract,” there 
is still more reason for holding that there is no concluded con- 
tract, and JESSEL, M.R., put this view strongly in Winn v. Bull 
(7 Ch. D. 29). “ Where,” he said, “you have a proposal or 
agreement made in writing expressed to be subject to a for- 
mal contract being prepared, it means what it says; it is sub- 
ject to and dependent on a formal contract being prepared.” A 
contrary decision was given by KEKEWICH, J., in North v. Percival 
(1898, 2 Ch. 128), but in the present case NEVILLE, J., intimated 
his dissent from this, and followed the obvious rule of con- 
struction laid down in Winn v. Bull. The terms left unsettled 
may be minor terms, but it is not for the court to consider 
which are the important and which the unimportant terms of a 
contract. As long as the written terms are subject to a formal 
contract there is nothing binding between the parties. 


Exemption from Income Tax in Favour of 
Persons Residing Abroad. 

A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls 
attention to the construction placed by the Inland Revenue on 
section 71 (2) of the Finance Act, 1910. That sub-section is in- 
tended to exempt persons who reside abroad from payment of 
income tax on dividends derived from abroad, but paid in the 
United Kingdom. It provides that income tax shall not be 
payable in respect of the interest or dividends of a foreign state 
or a British possession whieh are payable in the United Kingdom, 
where “the person owning the securities and entitled to the 
interest or dividends is not resident in the United Kingdom.” 
Now, of course it is a mere chance whether the person thus 
referred to is legally or equitably entitled to the dividends, but 
the distinction is irrelevant for the purpose of income tax. A 
person is liable to pay the tax on the income which he receives 
beneficially, and although the question whether he is legally or 
only equitably entitled may make a difference as to the mode in 
which it is collected, his ultimate liability to pay the tax has no- 
thing to do with the distinction. And when a taxing statute speaks 
of title to income it should clearly receive a corresponding con- 
struction. The title to income means in such a statute the beneficial 
title, and it is immaterial that the beneficial title is dissociated from 
the legal title. It appears, however, that the Inland Revenue 
authorities interpret section 71 (2) upon the assumption that 








“entitled to the interest or dividends ” refers to the legal title, 
and that a ces/wi que trust residing abroad who receives the divi- 
dends of colonial stocks from English trustees is not within the 
exemption. Amore plausible ground for rejecting the claim 
would be that the cesfui que trust, if only tenant for life, as in the 
case put by our correspondent, does not “own the securities,” 
for the claimants must both own the securities and be entitled 
to the income to satisfy the sub-section. This ground, how- 
ever, the Inland Revenue authorities do not take, but exclude 
the person who is beneficially entitled to the income from the 
sub-section because the income is received by trustees here and 
paid to the beneficiary abroad. We incline to think that the 
Revenue authorities are more correct in their result than in their 
reasoning, though the sub-section seems to have been drafted 
without consideration of the manner in which the beneficial 
title to property is usually held. 


The Treaty-making Power and the Oversea 
Dominions. 

IN ouR issue of April 16th last (ante, p. 422) we referred to 
the frequent necessity for a treaty made by the Crown being 
supplemented by legislation in order to give it full effect as the 
law of the land. Those observations were made from the point 
of view of the United Kingdom. In its relation to the self- 
governing dominions oversea the question of the treaty-making 
power of the Crown has another aspect. This side of the 
question is scarcely touched upon in the ordinary text-books 
where the treaty-making power is dealt with, but has recently 
attracted some attention through the publication of a parlia- 
mentary paper containing correspondence between the home 
Government and the oversea Governments on the subject of 
the constitutional position of the self-governing dominions in 
negotiating treaties with foreign powers. There are two points 
to be considered, one arising in cases where a treaty requires to 
be supplemented by legislation, and the other when no such legis- 
lation is required. Treaties that are followed up by statutory 
enactment usually affect private rights and the law of property ; 
purely commercial treaties, on the other hand, do not usually want 
the help of a statute, being mainly concerned only with the 
rate of duty to be paid by foreign importers of goods into the 
United Kingdom or some other part of the Empire. Now, if 
legislation is required, it will as often as not be of a nature such 
that it can only be passed by the Legislature of any territory 
affected. The present constitutional rule is that the Parliament 
of the United Kingdom does not generally legislate for the over- 
sea dominions on matters of domestic interest to them. Con- 
sequently, if a statute hag to be passed by the British Parliament 
in consequence of a new treaty with a foreign power, it will 
usually be the case that a statute will have to be passed in 
every one of the self-governing dominions affected by the treaty. 
The recent Revised International Copyright Convention signed 
at Berlin in November, 1908 (referred to ante, p. 423), affords an 
illustration. If copyright in architecture is to be recognized as 
part of the law of the United Kingdom, now that it is recognized 
by the convention, this change in our law will have to be brought 
about by statute. In the event of any such statute being enacted 
it is in the last degree improbable that the operation of the 
statute would be made to extend beyond the United Kingdom. 
Article 26 of the Convention expressly provides that contracting 
countries may accede to the Convention at any time for their 
colonies or foreign possessions, and presumably any such accession 
for an oversea dominion of Great Britain would only be made 
if appropriate local legislation had been passed or was 
contemplated. Thus a treaty made by the King of England 
may have to be followed, in order to be effective, by a statute 
in every one of the self-governing dominions—and possibly in 
the Crown colonies too, though we are not at present dealing 
with that further question. 


Commercial Treaties. 

THE RECENTLY published correspondence, above referred 
to, is directed to that part of the present question which has 
to do with the negotiation of commercial treaties that affect 








individual territories among the oversea dominions without affect- 
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ing the United Kingdom. As pointed out above, such treaties 
do not usually require legislation to bring them into effect. One of 
the documents printed in the parliamentary return is of great 
historical and constitutional value. This is an extract from the 
despatch of the 28th of June, 1895, sent by the Marquis of Ripon 
to several of the self-governing dominions soon after the Colonial 
Conference at Ottawa had met and passed resolutions in regard to 
the trade relations of the Empire. The possibility of each self- 
governing dominion being permitted to negotiate commercial 
treaties directly with a foreign Power, without the intervention of 
the Home Government, had been discussed at the Ottawa Confer- 
ence, and the Secretary of State for the Colonies points out in the 
most emphatic manner that any such scheme of direct negotia- 
tion is quite impracticable. ‘To givethe Colonies the power 
of negotiating treaties for themselves without reference to her 
Majesty’s Government would be togive them an internationalstatus 
as separate and sovereign States, and would be equivalent to 
breaking up the empire into a number of independent States, a 
result which her Majesty’s Government are satisfied would be 
injurious equally to the Colonies and to the Mother Country, 
and would be desired by neither.” Since, however, the British 
representative at a foreign court would hardly “ be sufficiently 
cognizant of the circumstances and wishes of the Colony to en- 
able him to conduct the negotiation satisfactorily alone,” the 
despatch goes on to suggest that it would be desirable, generally, 
“that he should have the assistance, either as a second 
Plenipotentiary or in a subordinate capacity, as her Majesty’s 
Government thinks the circumstances require, of a delegate 
appointed by the Colonial Government.” 


Canada and Commercial Treaties. 

TWELVE YEARS is the interval between this document and the 
next printed in the correspondence. On the 4th of July, 1907, Sir 
EpwArp Grey wrote the- British representative at Paris, on the 
subject of the pending newcommercial conventions between Canada 
and the French Government. After referring to the Marquis 
of Rrpon’s despatch of the 28th of June, 1895, Sir Epwarp 
GREY continued: “I do not, however, think it necessary 
to adhere in the present case to the strict letter of this 
regulation. . «. . The selection of the negotiator 
is principally a matter of convenience, and in the present 
circumstances it will obviously be more practical that the nego- 
tiations should be left to Sir W. LAuRiIER and to the Canadian 
Minister of Finance, who will doubtless keep you informed of 
their progress.” Then in two subsequent letters Sir EpwarpD 
GREY expresses his willingness to leave any minor alterations to | 
the discretion of the Canadian representatives. Thus the rigid 
rule, requiring all negotiations to be conducted between the 
foreign Power concerned and the Home Government directly and 
solely, has been broken in upon to some extent. Recent negotia- 
tions between Canada and the United States disclose a tendency to 
allow the oversea dominions to do what is really in effect negotia- 
ting directly with a foreign Power, ‘.¢., to carry on the negotia- 
tions in the name of the Home Government, but without any 
real interference by the latter. This diplomatic bond, and the 
judicial bond of the Privy Council appeal, are almost the only 
remaining visible links of a legal or constitutional nature between 
the United Kingdom and the oversea dominions, and their political 
value is inestimable. Both these bonds of empire are in fact 
merely illustrations of a common principle. This common prin- 
ciple is the unity of the Crown throughout the empire as an 
existing and living feature of the empire’s organization. The 
treaty-making power, the judicial appeal, the power of disallowing 
Acts of local parliaments, and the appointment of Governors | 
exercising the King’s power overseas, all illustrate the incalculable 
importance of the Monarchy in holding the Empire together. 


security, all took place atthe borrower’s residence and not at the 
money-lender’s registered address, the whole transaction wag 
void on the ground that the money-lender had carried on business 
elsewhere than at his registered address. This decision has now 
been reversed in the House of Lords: Kirkwood (trading as the 
Provincial Union Bank) v. Gadd (reported elsewhere). The Court of 
Appeal had regarded the carrying out of the transactions men- 
tioned as equivalent to “carrying on” business. The Lord 
Chancellor said, however, “ What is carrying on business? It 
imports a series or repetition of acts. Each separate piece of 
business may consist of many stages and incidents, and the busi- 
ness as a whole comprises many separate pieces. This Act 
of Parliament cannot mean that every stage and every incident 
of every piece of the moneylending business is to be transacted 
at the registered office.” J.ord MERSEY put the matter in muc 
the same way: “The carrying on of the business . . . jg 
something quite different from the carrying out of the trans- 
actions which make up the business.” The Lord Chancellor was 
careful to point out that letters had been written to and from 
the registered address, and indicated that this fact might be 
important. He also declined, as did others of the lords, to 
frame any definition of “carry on business.” Lord MeErszry 
instanced the case of a butcher, who “sends his servant round 
in the morning to the houses of his customers to collect 
orders, and in the afternoon he delivers the meat in fulfilment 
of the orders. Could it be said that such a man carries on 
business elsewhere than at his shop? I think not.” 


The North Atlantic Fisheries Arbitration. 


THE Times of June 11th contains further interesting 
details of the opening of the arbitration at The Hague. It 
appears that there are upwards of twenty counsel engaged in the 
case. Sir WILLIAM Rosson, the Attorney-General, leads on 
behalf of Great Britain, whilst Canada and Newfoundland have 
been left free to choose their own representatives. They have 
chosen Sir RopertT FINLAY and two oversea lawyers—Sir JAMES 
S. WINTER (a former Attorney-General of Newfoundland), and 
Mr. JoHN 8S. Ewart, K.C. The American practice of allowing 
the leading counsel to speak last will be followed. From the 
British imperial point of view the most remarkable feature of 
this arbitration is that, as the Times correspondent says, “the 
Mother Country and her self-governing dominions are represented 
by separate sets of counsel,” though, it is added, “all counsel 
are to deal with the case asa whole.” The significance of allowing 
Newfoundland and Canada to be separately represented is very 
great. 


More Arbitration between Great Britain and 
America. 


ACCORDING to the Times of June 14th, another arbitration 
agreement is likely to be made between Great Britain and the 
United States. This is the Pecuniary Claims Agreement. By 
this convention the two countries are to refer to arbitration 
(under the provisions of The Hague Convention) claims which 
the United States with the consent of the Senate, and the British 
Government with the concurrence of the self-governing dominions, 
decide respectively to include in the schedules. As in the pend- 
ing arbitration relating to the North Atlantic, the position 
accorded to the self-governing dominions is very significant. 





In the House of Commons on Wednesday Mr. Carlile asked the 
Solicitor-General whether it was proposed by the Treasury that assizes 
should be rearranged; and, if so, whether care would be taken to 
avoid the delay to litigants and the inconvenience and loss to jurors 
and witnesses likely to arise from any interference with the present 
circuit system. The Solicitor-General said :—The Government has 
not yet arrived at any decision in regard to the rearrangement ol 





‘**Carrying on Business’’ at a Place. 

SECTION 2 (1) of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, enacts that a 
“‘money-lender . . . shall carry on the money-lending busi- 
ness... at his registered address or addresses, and at no 
other address.” The Court of Appeal held, in Gadd v. Provincial 
Union Bank (1909, 2 K. B. 351), that where the agreement for 
the loan, the advance of the money, and the taking of the 


‘ assizes, nor has any definite proposal been formulated at present, 


although various plans are under consideration. In any case, the 
object of any change will be to diminish delay to litigants and incon- 
venience and loss to jurors and witnesses. Full care will be taken to 
accomplish that object. Mr. Carlile asked whether the local 
authorities interested would be fully consulted before any decision 
was reached. The Solicitor-General said :—I understand that such 
opportunity is being given, and have no doubt that it will be given. 
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Working Minerals near Railways 


Beyond the Forty Yards Limit. 


UNDER sections 77-85 of the Railway Clauses Act, 1845, a railway 
company is protected against the working of minerals within 
forty yards of the line without notice by the owner of his inten- 
tion to work them, and when this notice has been given the 
company must either purchase the minerals or must submit to 
any loss of support which the working of them causes. But 
beyond this limit no special provision has been made by statute, 
and in the case of London and North- Western Railway Co. v. Howl y 
Park Coal Co. (Times, 14th inst.) decided by Eve, J., this week, 
it was contended that the railway company was entitled, as 
regards the working of minerals beyond the limit, to the ordinary 
rights of a landowner. Minerals within the limit it is bound to 
purchase for the safety of the line. Minerals beyond the limit, 
so far as required to ensure such safety, the owner or lessee would 
be bound to leave unworked. ‘This contention was rejected by 
the learned judge, and he accordingly refused to restrain the 
defendants, the lessees of the minerals beyond the limit, from 
working them to the peril of the plaintiffs’ line. 

The decision on the above point is of considerable importance 
to railway companies, and constitutes the chief feature in the 
case ; but two other claims to an injunction were put forward, 
both, however, with the same want of success. Each claim was 
based on the argument that the railway company was entitled 
to the common law rights of support acquired by the grantee 
of the surface of land or of upper seams of coal as against the 
underlying strata, and the object of each claim was to secure 
support for a tunnel without having to purchase minerals 
from the defendants. Before noticing them in detail, a further 
reference to the special code as to minerals introduced by the 
Railways Clauses Act, 1845, will be useful. Before this special 
code, the promoters of a statutory undertaking who purchased 
the surface of land without the minerals had the rights of an 
ordinary purchaser; that is, as incident to the property 
conveyed to them, they had .a right to support from sub 
jacent and adjacent minerals: Caledonian Mailway Co. vy. Sprot 
(2 Macq. H. L. 449), Elliott v. North-Eastern Railway Co. (10 
H. L. C. 333). But the natural result was to make owners 
unwilling to sell the surface alone, and a company requiring 
land was bound to buy at once both the surface and the 
minerals. The object of the special provisions introduced 
by sections 77 to 85 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, was 
to relieve railway companies of the burden of immediately 
purchasing the minerals, and they operated also in favour of land- 
owners, since if the purchase is deferred until the landowner re- 
quires to work the minerals, the valuation takes place at a time 
when there are better materials for making it. The special 
statutory provisions except all minerals out of conveyances to the 
company, unless they are expressly purchased, but require the 
company to elect whether to purchase them or not on notice from 
the mineral owner that he desires to work within forty yards of 
the line. The effect of this legislation was considered in (reat 
Western Railway Co. v. Bennett (L. R. 2 H. I. 27), where 
Lord CRANWORTH pointed out that it created a new code as to 
the relation between mine-owners and railway companies. ‘ The 
object of the statute evidently was to get rid of all the ordinary 
law on the subject, and to compel the owner to sell the surface, 
and if any mines were so near the surface that they must be taken 
for the purposes of the railway, to compel him to sell them, but 
not to compel him to sell anything more. That being 
80, justice obviously requires that, when the mine-owner thinks it 
beneficial to him to work his mines, and proceeds to do so, he 
should be just in the same position as if he had never sold any 
part of the surface at all.” 

In the present case the predecessors of the London and North- 
Western Railway Co. had purchased, by agreement, a site for a 
tunnel, and the defendants, who were the lessees of subjacent 
and adjacent minerals, were desirous of working them. The 
working would endanger the tunnel, and the company sought to 
restrain the working on the ground that it would infringe their 
right of support. This was on the assumption that, notwith- 








standing the statute, they had a common law right of support, for 
under the statute, as we have seen, they had none. ‘The first 
reason for excluding the statute was that the purchase of the 
surface had been voluntary; but itwas made in respect of land which 
might have been taken by compulsion, and at a time when the 
compulsory powers were in force, and Eve, J., beld that it was 
subject to the mining sections of the Railways Clauses Act. The 
third reason—with which the learned judge dealt next in his 
judgment—was based upon the fact that the company had 
acquired, in addition to the surface, two seams of coal—the Stone 
Coal and the Cromwell Bed—which lay under the tunnel, but 
above the seam which the defendants desired to work. The 
conveyance of the surface was made in 1852. These seams of 
coal were purchased in 1878 in consequence of notices having 
been served that the lessees proposed to work them. The 
contention in respect of them was the same as_ that 
already noticed. For the company it was argued that the 
purchase and conveyance of the seams was independent of 
the statute, and vested in them a right of support from the 
lower strata. Hence, being entitled to support for the seams of 
coal, they would be protected as regards the tunnel as well. 
But the learned judge declined to treat the transaction as being 
outside the statute. Although in form it was a purchase and 
conveyance of the seams of coal, yet in substance it was a pay- 
ment of compensation under the statute in pursuance of notice 
that the seams were to be worked. Consequently all that the 
company acquired was the actual seams of coal. As regards 
lower seams the rights were the same as before ‘The company 
acquired no right of support, but the lessees could not work 
within forty yards of the line without notice. 


This leaves the point which the company put forward as their 
second ground for an injunction, but which, since it involved 
different considerations from the first two, the learned judge 
dealt with in the third place. Admitting that the company was 
not protected within forty yards of the line without purchasing the 
minerals, was it protected beyond the forty yards? The limit of 
forty yards was doubtless adopted by the Legislature as being the 
furthest distance at which the working of minerals was likely to 
endanger the stability of the line or other works. In the present 
case the defendants proposed to work a seam known as the 
Beeston Bed underlying the tunnel and adjacent lands at a 
depth of 972 feet below the surface, and it wag proved that so 
deep a seam could not be worked without affecting the surface, 
and thereby causing serious risk to the railway and works within 
an area which extended on each side of the railway some yards 
beyond the statutory limit. For the railway it was contended 
that the effect of the mining sections of the Railways Clauses 
Act, 1845, was limited to the 40 yards, and that beyond this 
the company had the ordinary common law right of support ; 
consequently they would be entitled to an injunction to prevent 
the working of the minerals so as to endanger their works. 

For this view there is strong support in the judgment of 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in Manchester Corporation v. New Moss 
Colliery (Limited) (1906, 2 Ch. 564), which was approved in the 
House of Lords on the appeal in that case (1908, A. C. 117). 
‘The question there related to the promoters’ right of support 
for land with the minerals purchased by agreement merely, when 
they had no compulsory powers, and'it was held by the Court of 
Appeal and House of Lords, reversing FARWELL, J. (1906, 1 Ch, 
278), that the case was outside the mining sections, and that the 
promoters acquired the same right of adjacent support which 
their vendor had enjoyed. But the Master of the Rolls 
considered the matter separately as regards the land within the 
forty yards limit, and that outside the limit; and as to the 
latter he observed : “ With respect to the damage caused by the 
workings beyond the forty yards limit, no protection seems to 
be given in any event to the undertakers.” Since as regards land 
both within and without the limit the undertakers were held to 
be entitled to support, Eve, J., treated this as oliter dictum, and he 
set it aside in favour of a not very certain indication to the 
contrary contained in (recat Western Railway v. Bennett (supra). 
On examination of the case on appeal to the House of Lords and the 
appendix the learned judge has found that part of the minerals in 
respect of which the minerals owner was there allowed compensa- 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





June 18, Igto. 








596 





tion lay outside the limit ; and although the distinction between 
the minerals within and without the limit does not appear to have 
been discussed, he has taken this as a decision that the mining 
sections deprive the company of their common law rights of 
support outside the limit as well as within it. With deference, 
it seems to us that this is an insufficient ground for setting 
aside the very clear indication of opinion to the contrary in the 
New Moss Colliery case; an opinion which is quite in accordance 
with the primé facie effect of the statute. The Legislature have | 
defined what is to happen within the forty yards limits. They 
have said nothing as to what is to happen beyond. Hence it 
might be supposed that the common law right incident to 
the railway company’s acquisition of the surtace would remain 
unaffected, and that the company would he entitled to support. 
Doubtless the case will go further. 


Officialism in Excelsis. 
THE case of It The IV’vir Hospital (reported elsewhere), recently 
before the Court of Appeal, is an instructive example of the 
result of constituting Government officials a sort of ‘“ adminis- 
trative court,” sitting with closed doors. 

The late Mr. BENJAMIN WEIR, of Clapham Park, Streatham 
(who died in 1902), devised two freehold houses in Streatham 
for the purpose of being used as “a dispensary, cottage hospital, 
or convalescent home, or other medical charity, to be called the 
Weir Hospital for the benefit of the inhabitants of 
Streatham,” and the testator also bequeathed property, which 
eventually amounted to the sum of £100,000, for the upkeep of 
the hospital. The income of the £100,000 amounted to £3,000 | 
a year. The new hospital intended by the testator to be set up 
was not set up at all by the trustces of the will, but after 
eighteen months’ inquiry and deliberation, an order was 
made by the Charity Commissioners, to whom the majority of the 
trustees applied, establishing a scheme for the regulation of 
the charity. This scheme ignored the testator’s directions 
altogether, and provided that one of the testator’s houses should 
be used as a dispensary, and the other as a nurses’ home, and 
that £50,000 of the capital funds should be paid over to another 
hospital—the Bolingbroke Hospital—which was not in Streatham 
atall. The sum of £5,000 was actually handed to the Bolingbroke 
Hospital authorities. The general effect of the commissioners’ | 
scheme was, after arranging for the dispensary and the nurses’ | 
home—in the words of Farwett, L.J.—‘‘to hand over the 
whole of the estate to the Bolingbroke Hospital.” The Metro 
politan Borough of Wandsworth appealed to the High Court | 
against this scheme, but Eve, J. (who heard the petition), held 
that he was precluded by authority from going into the relative 
merits of alternative schemes for a cy-prés application of 
the charity funds, and dismissed the petition. Against 
this decision of Evr, J., the Borough of Wandsworth now | 
appealed, with the result that the Court of Appeal unani- 
mously allowed the appeal, and made some extremely strong 
remarks on the action of the Charity Commissioners. Two 
of the judgments are reported in the Zimes nearly in extenso. 
The general ground of the appeal being allowed was that the | 
commissioners had made a mistake in invoking the ey-yr?s doctrine 
at all. No case, said the Master of the Kolls and FArwett, | 
L..J., had arisen for any cy-pr’s application of the charity funds, | 
and there was no reason for not establishing a cottage bospital 
as desired by the testator. The Master of the Rolls held that the | 
commissioners had gone wrong altogether “ by disobeying those 
rules of law which govern them,” as well as the ordinary courts, 
in the administration of trusts. FARWELL, L.J., thought the 
questions raised by the appeal, though important to the parties, 
were “of even greater importance to the public as affecting the 
jurisdiction of the Charity Commissioners and their administration 
of the large funds entrusted to their care.” The case put forward 
by the commissioners shewod “an entire misapprehension of 
their duties and powers.” 

The severest reproof in both judgments related to the conduct of 
the commissioners in sanctioning the immediate payment of £5,000 
to the Bolingbroke Hospital. ‘The Master of the Rolls expressed 








| 





| unjustifiable : 


|and pointed out 


| having a seat in the 


| be exercised 


| to an appeal to the Court of Chancery. 
| now completely established as a part of the existing judicial 


his ‘‘ astonishment that the commissioners should have directed 
the payment out of the charity funds of £5,000 to the Boling- 
broke Hospital without any scheme, and without even notice of 
intention to make such a payment. There has been no attempt 
to justify this.” FARWELL, L.J., was even severer, and dealt with 
the question of the £5,000 in greater detail: “ . . . before any 
scheme for the administration of the charity had been applied 
for, £5,000 was paid by the commissioners to the Bolingbroke 
Hospital out of the trust funds. This payment was clearly 
if it had been made by trustees they would be personally 
liable to replace at There is not a shadow of excuse for 
this payment, and it is alarming to find that a Government 
office is capable of such a misapplication of funds committed to 
its care.” The Lord Justice proceeded to refer to the questions 
asked in the House of Commons about this payment of £5,000, 
that the Charity Commissioners had been 
quite unable to shew any legal justification for their action with 
respect to thissum, The attention of Eve, J., said FARWELL, 
L.J., did not appear to have been called to the payment of the 
£5,000. 

The significance of many of the observations in the judgment 
of FARWELL, L.J., is very considerable, in relation to the wider 
aspects of this case. The Charity Commissioners are referred to 
as “a Government office,” and “‘a Government department.” 
These expressions suggest a good many reflections on the unique 
position occupied by the Charity Commissioners in the judicial 


| system of England—for part of the judicial system they certainly 


are. 

“The Charity Commissioners for England and Wales” are a 
“board” set up in 1853 by the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, 
the chief commissioner receiving a salary of £1,500 a year, and 
provision being made for two other commissioners at £1,200 a 
year each, though at present one of them is unpaid owing to his 
House of Commons. Originally their 
functions were only inquisitorial and administrative. By section 
28 of the Act of 1853 the jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery 
was, in certain cases and upon an order being made by the 
board, made exercisable by the Master of the Kolls or a Vice- 
Chancellor in chambers. ‘Then, by section 2 of the Charitable 
Trusts Act, 1860, the board itself was empowered to make orders 
that could be made by a single judge on behalf of the Court of 
Chancery with respect to: (1) ‘The appeintment or removal of 
trustees of a charity; (2) the transfer or vesting of property 
belonging to a charity ; (3) the establishment of a scheme for the 
administration of a charity. ‘The jurisdiction thus conferred can 
even in contentious cases: see te Burnham 
National Schools (a. RK. 17 Eq. 241). The board thus had judicial 


| powers of the greatest importance conferred upon it, and became 
‘in effect a regular court of first instance for dealing with 


charitable trusts. 

The board's jurisdiction has been extended by 
Acts. By section 8 of the Act of 1860 its, orders were subject 
The commissioners are 


subsequent 


system, with an appeal to the Chancery Division, and thence to 
the Court of Appeal and House of Lords. And yet they can be 
described judicially as a Government department—and a 


| Government department that is capable of a misapplication of 


the funds committed to its care, whilst no statutory provision 
exists, in the words of FARWELL, L.J., for “ enabling the court 


| to enforce repayment of money mistakenly applied by the 


commissioners. 

The fact is, the Charity Commissioners seem to illustrate in a 
remarkable manner the tendency, that has of late years become 
observable in England, to introduce something very like the 
continental droit administratif or Verwaltungsrecht, The nature ot 
this “administrative law” is described in Dicey’s Law of the 
Constitution, in contrast with the English “rule of law,” and the 
case of the Charity Commissioners might have been taken as an 
example of the introduction into the English judicial system 0! 


| departments of government invested with judicial powers and 


yet “independent of and to a great extent free from the jurisdic- 
tion of the ordinary courts ” (Dicey, p. 333). The Charity Com- 
missioners are a kind of “ administrative court ” as distinguished 
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from an ordinary “ judicial court,” and in the present case cer- 
tainly illustrate the position of a servant of the State who, 
under (“roit administratif, is held practically irresponsible for an 
illegal action done in the discharge of official duties. It is not 
suggested in the judgments of the Court of Appeal that the 
£5,000 illegally paid to the Bolingbroke Hospital is recover- 
able by any method of legal proceeding. The suggestion 
is indeed that the money is not recoverable. Actions have 
been brought successfully against (in substance) the Board of 
Trade—in form against its secretary —as for damages where a 
ship was detained: see Thomson v. Farrar (9 Q. B. D. 372). If 
it were found possible to compel the Charity Commissioners 
to mako good a loss caused by their inexcusable negligence in 
parting with trust finds without legal or moral justification, 
greater confidence would be induced among intending charitable 
donors. Questions on this point were asked in the House of 
Commons on the evening of Monday, the 13th of June, In 
the absence of the Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General is 
reported to have said (7imces, June 14th): “1am informed that 
there is no reason to apprehend that the sum of £5,000 will not 
be recovered. In the event of the sum not being recovered, 
the Attorney-General will doubtless consider whether any and 
what steps shall be taken to recover this sum, which, according 
to the judgment, was misapplied.” This, however, is not very 
clear or definite. 


Reviews. 


Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England. 


Tue Laws or ENGLAND: Berne A ComMeLeTe STATEMENT OF THE 
By the Right Honourable the Karl of 


Wrote Law or ENGLAND. 
Hatsspury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 
1886-92, and 1895-1905, and other Lawyers. VotumME XI1.: 
DesceNT AND Dtstrinution; Discovery; Distress; EAse 
MENTS AND PROFITS \ PRENDRE ; EccLestasticaL Law. Butter- 
worth & Co. 


The five articles which are contained in this volume have been 
contributed as follows: Descent and Distribution, by Messrs. W. I° 
Hamilton, K.C., and Perey Tindal-Robertson ; Discovery, Inspection 
and Interrogatories, by Judge Bray and Mr. R. E. Ross ; Distress, by 
Judge Willis, K.C., and Messrs. J. H. Redman, Samuel Moses, and 
Berthold Adler ; Easements and Profits 4 Prendre, by Messrs. A. F. 
Topham and R. G. Nicholson Combe ; and Ece lesiastical Law, by 
Chancellors T. H. Tristram, K.C., and P. V. Smith, and Messrs. 
Benjamin Whitehead, G. M. Edwardes Jones, A. Romer Macklin, and 
H. 5. Q. Henriques. The articles shew that the work is being 
executed with the same painstaking completeness and accuracy which 
we have had occasion to notice in former volumes. That on Descent 
and Distribution states very clearly and concisely the rules of descent 
of real property and of distribution of personal property amongst 
next-of-kin ; the important changes recently made by the Intestates’ 
states Acts, 1884 and 1890, being duly incorporated. ‘The article on 
Discovery is a very elaborate e xamination of discovery in the various 
forms in which the process is used for the purpose of discovering 
facts prior to trial ; Samui, disclosure and inspection of documents 
and interrogatories. All this procedure is a legacy from the old 
Court of Chancery, where it formed one of the chief subjects of the 
auxiliary jurisdiction. After being extended by statute to the 
Common Law courts, it is now, under the Judicature Acts, in 
daily use in the High Court, where, it is pointed out, the rules of the 
Court of Chancery, which were more rigid than those adopted under 
the statutory jurisdiction at law, prevail, The rules as to the 
grounds—professional privilege, &e.—for resisting production of 
documents are fully stated. Distress is a subject Le ean though 
originally sufficiently simple, has been greatly complicated by 
statutory changes, and the existing law, including the Law of 
Distress Amendment Act, 1908, is very conveniently statéd in 
this well-arranged article. The subject of Easements and 
Profits a Prendre has found competent exponents in the 
contributors me oe above, and among the numerous 
mutters included we may note the statement of the important 
influence of the. recent decision of the House of Lords in Co//s 
v. Home and Colonial Stores (1904, A. C. 179) on the nature 
and extent of the right to light. The lengthiest article in 
the volume is “ Ecclesiastical Law,” and even with the combined 
labours of six contributors it must have been the outcome of 
no slight industry and zeal. In the main it deals with the Church of 
England, and it will probably be accepted as a leading statement of 








the various branches of Jaw, including the administration of church 
property, affecting that body. A short concluding section deals with 
other re lig rious bodie *$, and since i *y are in most matters outside legal 
consit leration, it seems, notwithstanding its brevity, to give all the 
requisite information. For the general style and execution of the 
volume, apart from its being somewhat too bulky, we have nothing 
but praise. 


Books of the Week. 

Supplement to Encyclopedia of the Laws of 
England.—First Annual Supplement to the Encyclopedia of the 
Laws of England : Being a Digest of Current Law. Edited by Max 
A. Rosertson, Barrister-at-Law. Temporary Volume for use during 
1910. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; W. Green & Son, Edinburgh. 





Land Values and Mineral Rights Duties.—The 
Duties on Land Values and Mineral Rights under Part I. of the 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, with Introductions, Notes, and Appen 
dices containing the Regul: ations and Forms issued by the Commis 
sioners of Inland Revenue. By J. Wytir, Barrister-at-Law. Jordan 
& Sons (Limited). 


The Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.—Points in Practice 
under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910: Being an Epitome of the 
Act as Affecting Land Duties, Death Duties, Income Tax, and 
Stamps, with some Conveyancing Notes. By Crcim W. Turner, 
Barrister-at-Law. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery. Society (Limited). 
Price 2s. 6d. net 


The Finance ee mM not The Finance (1909-10) 


Act, 1910 (10 Ed. 7, ce. “The Budget,” with Full Notes on the 
Land Taxes, Licence Duties, Death Duties, and Other Duties, and 
an Introduction, By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 


Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; 

Injuries to Workmen,.—The Law relating to Injuries to 
Workmen. I. At Common Law; Il. Under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880; IL1. Under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1906; and the Cases Decided hereunder. Second Edition. By 
FreDERICK GrorGe Nerave, LL.D. (Lond., Gold  Medallist), 
Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 


Criminal Appeals,—Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of Cases 
in the Court of Criminal Appeal January Mth to May 3rd, 1910. 
Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. LV., Part XT. 
Stevens & Haynes. Price 5s, net. 


Stevens & lone (Limited). 


The American Law Review. Bi monthly. May-June, 1910, 
Kdited by Joun D. Lawson, LL.D. Reeves & Turner. 


Correspondence. 
The Increment Value Duty Stamp. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Permit me to call your attention to a hardship under the 
linance Act, 1910. 

We have just completed a lease for ninety years, granted in put 
suance of an agreement made before the Act passed. No Increment 
Value Duty is payable, but the lease is dated after the Act. 

The lessee will probably sellin a year or two, and will, of cour 
have to produce his lease. ‘The purchaser will obj ject to the absence 
of any Increment Value Duty stamp. 

Hoping to prevent this objection, we presented the lease for 
stamping. But the department say they cannot put on a “ parti- 
culars delivered” stamp, and that there is no provision under 
section 4 for impressing Increment Value Duty stamp. 

A recital in the lease that it was granted in pursuance of an earlier 
agreement would not quite meet the case. 

June 10. 


Stamp Duty on Leases. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—We are glad to see that attention is being called to the fact 
that the Inland Revenue authorities are claiming double the old stamp 
duty on leases where the premium paid for the lease is under £500. 

We have, within the last few days, had to stamp a lease on which 
4 premium of £150 was payable, in respect of which we tendered 15s. 
The authorities, however, claimed 30s. in respect of the premium. and 
we sent it to the commissioners, asking that it might be adjudicated 
on, and using the same argument as Messrs. Syrett & Sons use in 
their letter to youin this week’s issue of the Soticirors’ JOURNAL. 

In this case we received a reply from Mr. F. C. Gore, the solicitor 
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to Inland Revenue. This reply was most courteous, but the double 
duty was insisted on, on the ground that it was lease and not convey- 
ance duty. 

In this same case the lease was for ninety-nine years, determinable 
on three lives named in the lease, and relying on a lire ct statement in 
Alpe’s Law of Stamp Duties that such a lease “is a lease for an 
indefinite period chargeable with the lowest rate of duty,” we pro 
posed to stamp the lease in respect of the annual rental reserved of 
lis. 6d. with Is. Mr. Gore, however, maintained that 7 term was 
one for between thirty-five and 100 years, and that the lease 
be stamped 6s., in r sy ct of the rental, though he me ntione d that a 
case on the point was likely to be in the next revenue paper for trial 
before the High Court. 

We mention this point as leases for ninety-nine years determin 
able on lives are common in Cornwall and possibly elsewhere, and 
we believe it has been the general practice for many years to regard 
these as indefinite terms, chargeable with the lowest x4 and, so far 
as we know, no objection has ever been made before by the stamp- 


ing authorities to this course. CHILcott & Sons. 
15, St. Mary-street, Truro, June 11. 
Increment Value Duty. 
[To the Editor Solicitors’ J Land Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—We enclose copy correspondence which explains itself. We 


may say that there has been no dealing with the land in question for 
thirty years prior to the present sale, so there is no chance of work- 
ing in section 2 (3). We could divide up the estate at the end of the 
present month but for this question. After our experience of other 
Government departments, we have little hope of hearing anything 
about the valuation in the next three years ; after ww h our clients 


will have to peruse, consider, and perhaps fight, a valuation of 
property belonging to another person. We see sabia y for it but to 
retain in hand a sum of money to meet any possible duty, and the 


certain expense attendant on the valuation. 

If you can suggest any other way of dealing with the matter we 
shall be very glad. MonkKHOUSE & Dixon 

5, Commerce-chambers, 15, Lord-street, Liverpool, June 9 

The following is 
pondents : 


the correspondence referred to by our corre 


, Lord-street, Liverpool 
2nd June, 1910. 


», Commerce-vliamber 


Increment Value Duty 

Dear Sirs,—We have succeeded through the good offices of the purchaser's 
solicitors in getting the I. V.D. stamp aftixed to a conveyance in a case 
where we act for the vendors. The stamp affixed is the “particulars 
delivered” stamp and, as we understand it, this leaves our clients still 
liable for all claims for duty. Our clients in this case are executors 
selling to close an estate, everything else has been put in order, and the 
only outstanding claim is for Increment Value Duty in respect of this 
sale. 

We cannot see that there can be any claim for duty, as in our opinion 
the property has been steadily deteriorating for years, but our clients 
are entitled to know that no elaim will be made against them before 
ool part with the assets, and we shall be obliged if you will inform u 
if there is any way in which we can proceed to free our clients from any 
liability to future claims in respect of this duty.—Yours truly, 

MONKHOUSE & DIXON. 

Secretary, Board of Inland Revenue. 


et House, London, W.C. 
Sth June, 1910 


560\1910. L.\ Inland Revenue, Somer: 
Increment Value Duty 
Gentlemen,—As regards the case mentioned in your letter, I am to 
acquaint you that the valuations will be made as soon as practicable, 
but some delay must of necessity take place before they can be made. 
The board ure unable to suggest any way in which the vendors can 
be freed from possible liability to a claim to Increment Value Duty 
pending the ascertainment of the v: sues of the property.—I am, Gentle- 
men, your obedient servant, 
W. Jz 
Messrs. Monkhouse & Dixon. 


SRAITHWAITE, .A\ssistunt Secretary. 


The Finance Act, 1910, s. 71 (2). 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—With your penton sion I should like to elicit the opinion of 
yours self, and that of any of your readers who may be interested in thi 
matter , upon the construction of the above section. 


“Income tax shall not be payable in respect of the interest or divi 
dends of any securities of . : oe i 
payable in the | 
tion of the commissioners that the person owning th 


Inited Kingdom, where it is proved to the satisfac 


| 
| 


should } 


entitled to the interest or dividend nds is not resident in the United 
Kingdom ” — that “ Relief from income - under this sub-section 
may be given by the commissioners either by way of allowance o) 
repayment on a claim being made to them for the purpose within 
six months of the end of the year for which the income tax js 
charged.” 

[ am one of the trustees of the marriage settlement of an English 


| lady who 1 1S married to a Germ: in, and she re ‘side $s with he r hu sband 
abroad. The trustees are Englishmen residing in England, and 
among the trust funds invested in their names are some Colonial 
stocks, the dividends upon which are paid in London. I have made a 
claim to the Inland Revenue authorities under the above section 


for the repayment of the income tax which was deducted for the 
year ending the 5th of April, 1910, from the dividends pee tl ost 
Colonial stocks, on the ground that the person “entitled to the 
dividends ” as tenant for life “is not resident in the United King 

dom.” The Inland Revenue have declined to entertain my claim : and 
inform me that in their opinion the above sub-section does not apply 
to the case. The reason they give for so deciding is that the incon 

in respect of which repayment is claimed “is derived from a British 
trust, as the estate is understood to be administered in the United 
Kingdom under the laws of the United Kingdom by trustees residiy 

therein. Such trustees as the recipients * the income are subject to 
the income tax as persons residing in the United Kingdom, and the 
tax on dividends of the respective Government stocks is properly 
deductible from the trustees as the income received by them form 
se of the trust fund under _ ir management. The amounts disti 

buted out of the fund to the beneficiary are paid from the United 
Kingdom, and the fact that such income is paid to a beneficiary 
residing abroad does not affect the charge made upon 
and there is no provision in the Income Tax Acts whereby th 


such trustees, 


charge, direct or indirect, can be discharged, or whereby the bene- 
ficiary is authorized to claim relief on the ground of resid 
abroad,’ 

[am quite unable to follow this reasoning, and it appears to 1 


that the construction art the Inland Revenue thus put upor 
the sub-section is at variance withits plain words. I can see nothin 
to limit the words “entitled to the dividends” to a purely legal 
title, or to exclude a person who is equitably entitled Sinn th reliet 
given by the sub-section, Can it be truly said that the trustees ar 
entitled to the dividends when they would be committing a breach 
of trust if they did not hand them over to the tenant for life?) And 


indeed it seems to me that, if the trustees were resident abroad and 
the beneficiary were resident in England, then, if the Inland Rev 

are right in their construction, the trustees would be entitled to 
pote repayment of the income tax, and when they had obtained it 
they could not do otherwise than hand over the amonnt obtained to 


[ contend that the Inland Revenu 
sub section. 
A Former LAw 


“Current Topics.’—LEp. S./. 


; the beneficiary. At any rate, 
are wrong in their construction of the 


June 12. NEPORTER. 


[See observations under head 


: Points to be Notec 





[t provides that 
British possession which are 


ecuritie and 





Common Law. 


| Estoppel—Fresh Defence in a Second Action.—<A tenant who wa 

{ sued for arrears ol 1 nt did not raise any de ‘fence under section 4 of 
the St: — of Frauds, and lost his case. In afresh action for fresh 
arrears he was held precluded from setting up that section as 

Thus the validity of an agreement may become 7 

as a result of an action breught and won upon that agreement 

although the question of its validity was not argued at the heari 


HuMmpuRiks v. Humpurtes (KK... Div. Ct., Feb. 26) (1910, 1 kK. B. 7 


def fence. 


Contract of Service.’’—A 


Workmen's Compensation- 
s Compe ition 


of service on which compensation under the Workmen 
/ ‘Net . 1906, is bas ed, i is not the same as a “contract for services. Phi 
contract of service may, under section 13 of the Act, be for work 
“whether by way of manual labour, clerical work, or otherwi 
But it is a question of fact whether a person contracting to rend 
services is a “servant” or “ workman ” undera “ contract of serv! 


and entitled, in the event of injury, to have his earnings under t 
contract taken into account for compensation.—SimMons v. HEAT! 
LauNpDRY Co. (C.A., Feb. 26) (54 Sotterrors’ JOURNAL, 392 ; 1910 
K. B. 543), 
Workmen's Compensation— Dependency and Partial 
Dependency.—There is no rule or presumption that a wife | lel} 
dependent upon her husband’s earnings ; and if, in fact, a wife and 


ill 


on 


children have been supported by the earnings of each and 
children they are entitled to compensati 
husband and the old 


young 
of a husband and older 
on the basis of the total earnings of the 











chi 
em 


M: 
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children if these are killed in one accident arising out of their 
employment.—Hopcson v. West Stanvey Cowwery (H.L., 
March 3) (54 Soricrtors’ JouRNAL, 403; 1910, A. C. 229). 

Partnership—Dissolution by Notice--—By sections 26 (1) and 32 
of the Partnership Act, 1890, a partnership of which the duration 
is not fixed by agreement may be determined at any time by notice 
from either partner. Section 32 is expressed to be “subject to any 
avreement between the partners”; but section 26 (1) is not. But a 
proviso in articles that the partnership shall be determined ‘ by 
mutual arrangement only” is sufficient, under either section, to render 
a notice of dissolution by one partner only inoperative.—Moss v. 
Eveuick (C.A., April 11) (1910, 1 K. B. 846). 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


THOMPSON (Pauper) v. R. W. GOOLD & CO. 13th April; 9th June. 


WorRKMEN’S COMPENSATION — CLAIM No 
WorKMEN’S Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 


MASTER AND SERVANT 
Speciric Sum DEMANDED 
61 Vict. c. 37), s. 2 


Held. reversing the decision of the Court of Appeal (reported 25 | 


Times L. Lt. 63), that under section 2 (t.) of the Workmen's Compensa 
tion Act, 1897, a claim for convpe nsatiow need not embody a demand 
jor a specific sum, 

Linklater v. Webster (6 W. C. C. 50) followed. 

Bennett v. Wordie & Co. (1 Fraser 855), and Kilpatrick v. 
Coal Co. (1907, S. C. 320) not followed. 


Wemyss 





respondents. Soxicrrors, Uhwaites & Thompson, for J. B. Beckton, 
Carlisle; Indermaur & Brown, for Blackburn & Main, Carlisle. 
[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GADD ». KIRKWOOD (TRADING AS THE PROVINCIAL UNION 
BANK). 14th and 15th April; 10th June. 


Money-LeENDER—Business CARRIED ON AT ReGisteRED AppRress—LoANn 
Errecrep at Borrowrr’s ResmenceE—B1t or Sate to Secure Loan 
Action FoR TRESPASS—MOoNEY-LENDERS Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vict. 

c. 61), s. 2, suB-secTION 1 (B). 

Held, that although section 2 of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, requires 
a money-lender to carry on his business in his registered name and at 
his registered address, and in no other name and at no other address, 
yet it does not require that every step in the transaction must take 
place at the registered address of the money-lender. Therefore, where a 
registered money-lender takes a bill of sale and advances the money at 
the client’s private residence, both of which acts form part of a transac- 
tion commenced at his registered address, the bill of sale is not thereby 
rendered invalid. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (reported 1909, 2 K. B. 353, 25 T'imes 
L. R. 591) reversed. 

Appeal by the defendant, a money-lender, who carried on business 
under the style of the Provincial Union Bank at Ipswich, from a 
decision of the Court of Appeal (Moulton and Farwell, L.JJ.) allowing 
an appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Hamilton, J. The plaintiff 


| sought an interim injunction to restrain the defendant and his servants 


from trespassing on and removing from the plaintiffs’ premises at 
Ilford certain goods, furniture, chattels, and effects included in a bill 
of sale dated the 20th of February, 1908, and made between the 
plaintiff of the one part and the defendant of the other part. The 


| bill of sale was to secure the advance of £100 and interest at the 


Appeal by the applicant from a decision of the Court of Appeal | 


(reported 25 Times L. R. 163), reversing a judgment of the Cumbe 
land County Court, sitting as arbitrator under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897. The workman Thompson, while working for the 
respondents, met with an accident, which resulted in the loss of his 
left eye. Within six months of the date of the accident Thompson 
said to the works manage) ‘I claim compensation,’? but did not 
at any time specify the amount of his claim. The question was 
whether such a claim was a valid claim, the respondents contending 
that it was not, because the intention of the Act was that the parties 
should agree compensation on the basis provided by the Act, and they 
said that no specific sum having been demanded they had had no 
opportunity to settle, and so avoid arbitration. The County Court 
judge decided that the claim was valid, and made his award in favour 
of the applicant. The Court of Appeal reversed his decision, and the 
workman then appealed to this House. 

Ture Houser, having considered, allowed the appeal with costs in the 
court below, and such pauper costs there as the taxing master should 
allow, with liberty 
of the House. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving the appeal should be allowed, in the 
course of his judgment said: There is no doubt that the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in this case has support from earlier authorities, 
though 1 do not think that any deliberate opinion has been expressed 
in this House, or even that the precise question has been raised. Your 
lordships would, however, at all times, pay the utmost respect to 
these authorities, but I confess that they do not convince me, and 
they seem to proceed rather upon considerations of public policy than 
upon a strict interpretation of the Act of Parliament. This Act says 
that ‘‘the claim for compensation’’ must be made within six months 
of the accident. It has been held in the Court of Appeal that unless 
the amount claimed has been specified there has been no “claim for 
compensation.’’ lL cannot see why that should be. There is no such 
provision in the Act itself—I mean in its actual terms. If a man 
says, as admitted the appellant did say, ‘‘ I claim compensation,’’ why 
are we to conclude that he did not so claim? The reasoning of the 
respondents is that unless a sum is named the employer is deprived 
of an opportunity of settling the claim, and so avoiding proceedings 
under the Act. Surely if he wants to know he can ask the question, 
or he can make an offer himself. Perhaps the workman would answer, 
especially if he gave the notice immediately after the accident, that 
he cannot tell until a little time had elapsed what degree of injury 
he has sustained. If the Act has imposed upon a workman the duty 
of specifying the amount which he demanded when making the claim, 
it might have been thought unfortunate, because it would often make 
the workmen ask, as a matter of prudence, for the maximum he could 
possibly recover. But I forbear from speculating (went on the Lord 
Chancellor) what it would have been advisable for the Act to say. It 
is enough that the Act does not say the amount is to be specified, and, 
with all respect, we must construe it as it stands. In my opinion, 
therefore, this appeal succeeds. I will add that, even if it were 
necessary to specify the amount, my present view is that the re 
spondents waived that particular. But I should not so decide without 
further consideration, and the point does not arise in the view which 
I believe youl lords hips take of the Act itself. 


Lords Atkinson, CoLLins, SHAw or DuNreRMLINE, and Mersey gave 
judgment to the like effect.—CounseL, Cavanagh and KH. LE. Humphreys 
l ? ‘ j 


for the applicant miderson, K.C., and Shakespeare, for the 


o vefer any question on taxation to the committee | 


' addresses and at no other address.”’ 


rate of 8d. in the £ per month. The instalments being in arrear, the 
defendant on various occasions took possession of the goods and chattels 
comprised in the bill of sale. The plaintiff was advised that under 
the Money-lenders Act, 1900, the bill of sale was void, and therefore 
he had a good claim for damages based on trespass against the 
defendant. The action was accordingly brought, and the plaintiff moved 
for an interim injunction. Hamilton, J., refused to grant the injunc- 
tion, but the Court of Appeal made an order, being of opinion that as 
section 2 of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, required a money-lender to 
carry on the business in his registered name and at his registered 
address, and in no other name and at no other address (and here the 
whole transaction was carried out and completed at the plaintiff’s private 
house at Ilford), the Act prevented him carrying out any single trans 
action in any other name or at any other address or place. The 
defendant appealed. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be allowed, 
said that their lordships were asked to say whether or not the arrange- 
ment of the loan at the client’s private house was contrary to the 
Money-lenders Act, 1900. He desired to expressly limit his opinion 
to that point, which was the point alone argued. The second section 
of the Act of 1900 required that a money-lender ‘* shall carry on the 
money-lending business in his registered name, and in no other name 
and under no other description, and at his registered address or 
Section 2 (2) also provided that 
‘Tf a money-lende carries on business . . . elsewhere than at his 
registered address, or faijs to comply with any requirements of the 
section,’’ he shall be liable to fine or imprisonment for a second offence 
as prescribed. That enactment contained a positive provision that the 
man ‘‘ shall carry on the business at the registered address.’’ It also 
contained a negative, that ‘‘ he shall not carry on business elsewhere.’’ 
What was carrying on business? asked his lordship. It imported a 
series or repetition of acts. Each separate piece of business might 
consist of many stages and incidents, and the business as a whole 
comprised many separate pieces. This Act could not mean that every 
stage and every incident of every piece of the money-lending business 
was to be transacted at the registered office. That would be impossible, 
for such things as making inventories, or taking possession of furniture 
under a bill of sale, were part of the business, and must be done where 
the goods were situated. Nor could it be intended to prohibit the 
employment of clerks and agents, or the transaction outside the regis- 
tered address of every single thing that could by possibility be trans- 
acted within it. That would be needlessly oppressive, and would strain 
the words. Their lordships must look at the nature of the mischief 
disclosed according to the approved canons of statutory construction. 
The mischief was that this dangerous business might be conducted by 
persons under false names or a variety of names, without the security 
of an ascertained address, or at places where men might be taken un- 
awares or off their guard. The words, which were in terms general, must 
be applied according. No doubt it was a question of fact, the answer to 
which depended upon the circumstances of the particular case. But 
this, in his lordship’s opinion, was not a case in which an interim 
injunction should be granted, and he therefore moved that the injunc 
tion granted by the Court of Appeal should be dissolved, all costs here 
and below to be costs in the cause. 

Lords James or HEREFORD, ATKINSON, SHAW, and Mersey delivered 
judgment to the like effect. Appeal allowed.—Counsen, Sir Robert 
Finlay, K.C., W. de B. Herbert, and J. B. Matthews, for the appel- 
lant; ’. Ritter and G. W. H. Jones, for the respondent. SoLicrrors, 


Windybank, Samuel, & Lawrence; J. K. Torkington. 
[Reported by 


Erskine Ruip, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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KOCH v. MINERAL ORE SYNDICATE. LONDON AND SOUTH- 
WESTERN BANK (LIM.), Garnishees. No. 1, 24th May. 


ATTACHMENT—BANKING Dest—GARNISHEE OrpneR Nist—Orper INA 
CURATE IN CERTAIN PARTICULARS—RiGuT or BANK TO Reruse To ACT 
ON SucH ORDER. 

Unless a garnishee order nisi correctly desiqnates the judgment debtoi 
and the account which he has with a hank, the bank on which the 
order is served need not retain the money o the customer which the 
order purports to attach, since the onus of ascertaining whether the 
order in truth and in fact applies to a particular customer's account 
does not rest with the hank. 

Appeal by the garnishees, the London and South-Western Bank 
(Limited), from the decision of A. T. Lawrence, J., at chambers, 
reversing an order made by Master Chitty on the hearing of an order 
nist made under the following circumstances. On the 8th of March, 
1910, Messrs. Adler & Perowne, solicitors for the judgment creditor, 
served the bank with a copy of the garnishee order which in term: 
attached all moneys owing from the garnishees to Ernest Frederick 
Julius Berckhardt, trading as the Mineral Ore Syndicate. On the 
morning of the following day the bank, as an act of courtesy, informed 
Messrs. Adler & Perowne that they had no account in either of these 
names. Later in the day Messrs. Adler & Perowne called at the bank, 
and stated that they had seen Berckhardt, who had informed them 
that his account with the bank was in the name of the General Import 
Co., and they (the solicitors) asked the bank to attach the balance on 
that account under the order nist. The bank refused. The bank had 
an account in the name of the General Import Co., which was operated 
upon by cheques drawn by ‘“‘ Julius Berckhardt, managing director,”’ 
and the balance of that account at the date of the service of the 
summons was £16 2s. 7d. ‘The bank always followed the principle that 
an order nist did not attach the balance of an account unless the 
order correctly set forth the name of the account as it stood in the 
books of the bank, and on that ground, and also because they wanted to 
be satisfied that no other person was interested in the General Import 
Co.’s account, they refused the solicitors’ request to attach the balance 
of that account. The solicitors, on being informed of the bank’s 
decision, offered to try and bring Berckhardt to the bank with a view 
of his identific ation as the judg ment debtor, and acknowledging that 
the order nisi referred to him. To this the bank offered no objection, 
and later in the day they returned to the bank and stated that Berck 
hardt was there. Messrs. Adler & Perowne’s clerk then introduced 
gentleman. He was asked if he had not something to say to the 
manager of the bank, and replied in effect that he had not, and, after 
obtaining a pass book, left, the bank huriedly, and without saying 
another word. The object for which the interview was obtained hs wing 
failed, Messrs. Adler & Perowne were informed that the matte must 
take its course, and the solicitors left, saying they would get the 
order amended. About an hour after the visit of Berckhardt a cheque 
for £14, drawn by the General Import Co., and signed by Julius 
Berckhardt, managing director, in favour of a Miss Quill, was pre 
sented, and cashed by the bank. Subsequently Messrs Adler & 
Perowne again called, stating that they had seen Master Wilberforce 
with a view to having the order amended, but that the Master did 
not think this was necessary, and the solicitors warned the bank against 
parting with the money. On the same day the bank cashed against the 
same account, on the order of Julius Berckhardt, another cheque for 
17s. 7d. On the 22nd of March the order nisi was heard before Mastet 
Chitty, who ordered ‘‘ that the order be amended by substituting Julius 
Berckhardt for Ernest) Frederick Julius Berckhardt, and by adding 
also ‘trading as the General Import Co.’ after the words ‘ judgment 
debtor.’ And it is ordered that the said garnishee (after deducting 
therefrom £1 1s. for his costs of this application) do forthwith pay to 
the said judgment creditor 4s. (being the balance remaining in the 
hands of the bank after honouring the two cheques of £14 and 
17s. 7d.), the debt due from the said garnishee two the 
said judgment debtor, Julius Berckhardt, trading as the Ceneral 
Import Co., and that in default thereof execution may issue for the 
same.’’ On appeal from that order to A. T. Lawrence, J., in chambers, 
that learned judge allowed the appeal on the ground that, in his 
opinion, Berckhardt had been sufficiently identified to the bank, and 
consequently they had acted at their own risk, but granted leave to 
appeal. On behalf of the bank, it was pointed out that if the order 
stood — were placed in an exceedingly difficult and wholly untenable 
position, for the onus was put upon them to decide all doubtful cases 
where there was a dis repancy in the names, whether or not they were 
to attach the balance on any particular account pending the hearing of 
the order nisi, with the knowledg e that if they eT returned a 
cheque of their customer’s they rendered themselves liable to a serious 
action for damages. 

VaucGHAN WutiaMs, L.J., in giving judgment, said the position the 
bank took up was this: The order upon them was entituled Koch, 
Judgment Creditor v. Mineral Ore Syndicate, Judqment Debtor, and the 
London and South-Western Bank (Limited), Garnishees; and they said 
*“We have no such customer to whom we owe money deposited in 
our bank known as the Mineral Ore Syndicate, and we decline to act 
upon the order.”” True, they had a customer who thought fit to 
describe the partnership or business in which he was engaged as the 
Mineral Ore Syndicate, and true that a person drew the cheques on 




















whale ap ppeared a hame very chline-te to “a name of a person who was Che 
mentioned in the garnishee order. But before the bank would treat this be 
account as attached they wanted to be satisfied as to the identity of the ap 
account. The solicitors for the judgment creditor were so informed, ro 
and they took the order away to get it amended—first, as to the spelling oni 
of the name, and, secondly, by inserting into it the General Import ot 
Co.’s name. Master Wilberforce thought that no amendment was a 
necessary, and that the bank should accept the order as a proper cor 
notice. What was the bank to do if cheques were presented to them £5 
for payment? They could hardly justify refusing to honour a cheque the 
when they were uncertain whether the garnishee order served on them the 
referred to that account at all. Master Chitty found that Julius Berck i 
hardt and Ernest Frederick Julius Berckhardt, the judgment debtor WV 
(trading as the General Import Co., and also trading as the Mi il fre 
Ore Syndicate), were one and the same. He considered the orde; in 
required amendment, and accordingly he amended the order in thess i. 
particulars; and his lordship thought that was the proper course. It a 
followed, therefore, that the order of A. T. Lawrence, J., must be = 
reversed, and that of Master Chitty restored. fol 
FLETCHER MOULTON and BUCKLEY, L.dd.. concurred A ppe il allows on 
CounseEL, Simon, K.C., and Neilson, for the appellant bank ; Schill aa 
for respondents. Soricrrors, John Warburton; Adlen & Perowne. as 
[Reported by Erskine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] (b 
Re THE WEIR HOSPITAL. No. 2. 7th June. W 
Cuariry—ScueEMe—SureLus ReveNuE—Cy-pres—Orver or Cuariry in 
COMMISSIONERS. ne 
The duly ol the Charity Commissioners is to give effect # the th 
directions of the founder of the charity, provided that such dire we 
are not contrary to public pe licy, and there can be no quest } he 
cy-prés until it is clearly established that such directions cannot b of 
carried out. An application of a find cy-pres, therefore, merely on tl m 
ground that thie objects directed by the testator are not the snost es 
advantageous way of employing the fund, is unsound in principle, and th 
will be reviewed hy the court, though the court will not interfere th I 
a scheme properly made by the commissioners merely on the g at 
that some of the details are open to objection, o 
Decision of Eve, J., reversed. “ 
This was an appeal from a decision of Eve, J. (reported aufe, p. 37 re 
on a petition by the Corporation of Wandsworth praying tha it an order fi 
of the Charity Commissioners might be discharged or varied. By | p 
will Benjamin Weir, who died in 1902, devised his freehold hous a 
12, Devonshire-road, Balham, and the ‘‘ Hawthorns,’ Streatham, upon f 
trust to use them as a dispensary, cottage hospital, convalescent home, t] 
or other medical charity, to be called the Weir Hospital, for the benef ti 
| of the inhabitants of Streatham and the neighbourhood. The testator t 
also gave his residuary estate, amounting to about £100,000, to h 
trustees to be held by them for the support and maintenance of thi +] 
hospital. The order of the Charity Commissioners provided that tli , 
‘Hawthorns’ should be maintained as a nurée s’ home, and the hou Vv 
in Devonshire-road as a dispensary, and the £50,000 not required for 1 
those objects should be devoted to eo Sh ln and supporting Bol t 
broke Hospital in Battersea, the name of that hospital being changee t 
to the Weir and Bo ling gebroke Hospital, and the inhabita V 
|}of Streatham being given a voice in its management ind { 
preferential rights to treatment and accommodation. ‘The order 5 
complained of was made by the commissioners after deliberation , 
extending over eighteen months, and after a_ local pul ‘ 
inquiry had been held. It was contended on behalf of the petitioner } 
| that thé application of money to the Bolingbroke Hospital was a ] 
diversion of the fund to objects not contemplated. by the testator. Ev ‘ 
J., was of opinion that the court had no jurisdiction to review the find 
ing of the commissioners, and, accordingly, he dismissed the petiti ‘ 
The petitions 's appealed. j 
THe Courr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and ‘Farwett and Ke : 
nepY, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. ‘ 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—This is a petition under section 8 of the : 
Charitable Trusts Act, 1860, against an order of the Charity Com 
missioners establishing a scheme for the administration of a charit) 
Mr. Justice Eve dismissed the petition, and the petitioners hav ( 
appealed to this court. Now the jurisdiction of the Charity Co1 | 
missioners in establishing a scheme is the same as that of the Com 
of Chancery (section 2 of the Act of 1860). It is therefore necessa | 
to consider the principles upon which the Court of Chancery proceeded : 
in this matter. The first duty of the court is to construe the 
and to give effect to the charitable directions of the founder, assum 
ing them not to be open to objection on the ground of publi poli 
The court does not consider whether those directions are wise 
whether a more generally beneficial application of the testator’s p1 
perty might not be found. There are many charitable purposes which, 
according to modern views, are productive of more harm than good—t 
example, doles in money or kind. But, apart from such statut 
power as is expressly conferred by section 30 of the Endowed Sche 
Act, 1869, the court must give effect to a testator’s directions as to 
doles. There are, however, many cases in which what is known a 
cy-pres application is made by the court. In general this is limited 
to old charities, where by reason of lapse of time and change of circum 
stances the original*purpose cannot be carried into effect in the exact 
way directed by the testator. The well-known case of a fund for the 
redemption of Barbary slaves is a good instance, see Attorney-General 
v. Ironmongers’ Co. (2 B. 313, and Cr. & Ph. 208). The Campden 
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Charities case (18 Ch. D. 310) is a more recent instance. There may | Jessel, K.C., and Sheldon; Sir W. Robson, A.G., and Austen Cartmell. 
be modern charities in which the cy-prés doctrine can be properly | Soricirors, Walter W. Young; Bayley, Adams, Hawker, & Noble; 
applied, although such cases rarely occur. For example, the fund may | the T'reasury Solicitor. 

be so large as to satisfy the court that it cannot all be applied to the [Reported by J. I. Strncina, Barristér-at-Law.] 


original prescribed purpose. If so, the general charitable intent will 
prevail, and the particular mode will be disregarded. Wherever the 
cy-pres doctrine has to be applied, it is competent to the court to 
consider the comparative advantages of various charitable objects and 





to adopt by the scheme the one which seems most beneficial. But High Court—Chancery Division. 


there can be no question of cy-prés until it is clearly established that 


the directions of the testator cannot be carried into effect. In the HUDSON +. SPENCER. Warrington, J. Sth June. 


present case, the charity is modern. It was created by the will of Mr. 


Weir, who died in 1902. The charity property consists of :—(1) Two | Donarto Morris Cavsa—Sussequent Witt—Revocation—SatisFactIoNn 
freehold houses at Balham, one of which is a comparatively small house et Laos. 


in Devonshire-road, and the other of which, called the ‘‘ Hawthorns,”’ 


is a large house in which the testator resided, with a considerable A valid donatio mortis causi is not revoked by the subsequent execu- 
garden; and (2) the testator’s residuary personal estate of the value | /ion of a will, nor is there any presumption that it is satisfied by the 
of £100,000. The provisions of the will, so far as material, are as | /equest of the same amount by a will executed after the donatio. 
follows : [Having stated the will, his lordship continued :] Now, the Jones v. Selby (1700, Prec. Chan. 300) distinguished. 


construction of the will does not present much difficulty. The testator’s 
desire and intention was that the ‘‘ Hawthorns’ 


> should be adapted by The question in this case was whether the plaintiff was entitled to 


means of accumulated income for the purposes of :—(a) A dispensary ; | three deposit notes, representing a sum of £2,000, which formed part 
(b) a cottage hospital; (c) a convalescent home; or (d) some other | of the estate of Thomas Pedler Hudson. The plaintiff claimed the 
medical charity, to be associated with his name and called ‘‘ the | amount represented by the deposit notes as a donatio mortio causé made 
Weir Hospital,’”’ and to be supported and maintained out of the | to her by Mr. Hudson. The facts of the case were very simple. The 
income of the £100,000, after setting aside some small sums which need }j plaintiff was, and for many years had been, the housekeeper of the - 
not be further mentioned. Of the above objects it seems to be admitted | deceased, and she had a child by him. Mr. Hudson was ill in June, 
that the Devonshire-road house is ample for a dispensary, and that the | 1909, and, on the 21st June, 1909, in the night, he was so seriously ill 
‘‘Hawthorns’’ from its position is not suitable for a convalescent | that the doctor had to be sent for, and it was thought that he would die. 
This leaves only (b) and (d). As to (b) there is not a particle | He afterwards got better, however, and on the morning of the 22nd 
of evidence to shew that a cottage hospital, with an out-patient depart- | June, 1909, he called the plaintiff to his bedside and told her to give 
ment and a resident medical officer’s house, cannot advantageously be | him his pocket-book, and, taking from it the deposit notes in question, 
established there on such a scale as will absorb all or substantially all | gave them to the plaintiff, saying, ‘‘ Take these. I have always kept 
the available income. Mr. Penfold’s report negatives any such view. | these for you in case anything happened to me, but should I get well 
it be thought expedient to enlarge the site by purchasing some | you will hand them back to me. If any household bills are owing at. 
adjoining property, or to spend more than the accumulated income in | the time I expect you to pay them out of these notes.”’ The plaintiff 
erecting or adapting buildings, this can be done under the powers con- | took away the notes, and kept them in a drawer until after his death. 
ferred upon the Charity Commissioners by section 21 of the Act of | The testator died on the 27th of June, and of the same illness. Under 
1853 and section 15 of the Act of 1860. This would not be an applica- | these circumstances it was claimed that there was a valid donatio mortis 
tion of the funds cy-prés. It would be merely an administrative act | causd of the money represented by the notes. The defence was that 
for the benefit of the testator’s charity. With regard to (d) it is | the donatio was satisfied by the subsequent testamentary gift. On the 
proved that £100,000 will not suffice to provide a general hospital, such | same day as the donatio mortis causé he sent for a solicitor, and gave 
as we are all familar with. But the testator has not expressed a desire | instructions for a will. By his will he bequeathed a certain legacy 
a general hospital. In these circumstances it seems to me that} and his house and furniture to the plaintiff for life, and after her 


no justification for invoking the cy-prés doctrine. The | death to her son; and he also gave the plaintiff the sum of £2,000 
have simply to obey the explicit directions of the | absolutely free of legacy duty, and he directed his trustees to pay the 


testator of the four objects named; one at least is practicable. They profits of his business to her until sold. She took no interest in the 
have no right to say :—‘‘ We do ndt consider a cottage hospital a good | residue. The defendant, the executor of the will, contended that the 
thing at Balham, and we will not apply the charity funds for such a] legacy of £2,000 was in satisfaction of the donatio mortis causd of 
purpose, but we will by our own act produce a state of facts which | deposit notes to that amount. 


Hospital and thus invoke the cy-prés doctrine.”’ 
to the Charity Commissioners under the Act of 1891 for leave to retain 
freehold houses and for advice. The Commissioners thought it 
would be a more useful thing to assist an excellent general hospital, 
the Bolingbroke Hospital, situate in Wandsworth and not in Balham, 


majority of the trustees, with some hesitation, adopted the suggestion, 
and ultimately a scheme was sealed under which the Devonshire-road 
house was to be continued as a dispensary, the ‘‘ Hawthorns ’”’ was to 
be used as a nurses’ home (as to which I will only say that I doubt 
whether it is a medical charity), and £50,000 was to be applied out of 
capital towards completing the Bolingbroke Hospital, and the residue 
of the income of the charity was to be applied in augmentation of the 
income of the Bolingbroke Hospital, which was to be called the Weir 
and Bolingbroke Hospital. The whole scheme is contingent upon the 
establishment of another scheme for the Bolingbroke Hospital, and no 
application for such a scheme has yet been made. In my opinion this 
scheme was not authorized. If the general principle of the scheme was 
sound the court would not hesitate to interfere with the discretion of the 
Commissioners on the mere ground that some details might be open 
to objection. But if, as I hold, the Charity Commissioners have gone 
wrong by disobeying those rules of law which govern them it is the 
duty of the court to interfere. 


said I do not intend to cast any reflection upon the trustees, who were 
honestly desirous of assisting the Bolingbroke Hospital, a most excellent 
charity, and who were told by the commissioners that such desire 


perienced persons are liable to mistakes in law, and it would be wrong 
for any one to blame them, and least of all a judge whose mistakes 


it impossible to apply the whole income on the Weir 


The trustees applied WarRINGTON, J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was at 
stees aj 


one time suggested that the will itself was a revocation of the gift, but 
this was not insisted on, and there was no foundation for saying that 
mere execution of a will is in itself revocation of a donatio mortia 
causd. But it was said further that this sum of £2,000, being of the 
The | 8#me amount as the donatio, must be taken to be in satisfaction of it. 
There was no authority for that except Jones v. Selby, decided in 1710 
by Cowper, L.C. In that case the testator gave his housekeeper a 
legacy of £500. Subsequently, he delivered to her a box without 
telling her what was in it; but it, in fact, contained a tally worth 
£500. Three years afterwards he made a new will, by which he 
revoked all previous wills, and gave the plaintiff £1,000. She claimed 
both sums. The Lord Chancellor held on the evidence that there was 
no donatio at all of the money for the reason that the plaintiff failed to 
prove that the tally was in the box at’ the time. He went on to say 
this: ‘‘ As to the second point, whether the will was not a revocation, 
it cannot properly be calied a revocation; but the £1,000 therein 
given should be looked upon as a satisfaction of the £500 given her by 
the first will, and the £500 tally after that. One cannot be said to 
revoke a debt by his will; but yet he may satisfy it by giving a legacy 
of equal value, and since he had revoked all former wills this £1,000 
was a satisfaction equivalent to a revocation.’’ Did this case establish 
The Campden Charities case (18 Ch. D. | the proposition contended for? There was no case which laid down the 
proposition in terms, and the text-books only said that a legacy might 
be in satisfaction of a donatio. So it might. But there was no 
authority that the mere fact that a legacy of the same amount was 
given raised a presumption of satisfaction. His lordship did not see 
why it should. It was important to bear in mind that in Jones v. 
Selby the Lord Chancellor relied on the previous legacy of £500, and 
on the clause revoking all former wills. His lordship did not think, 


considerable distance away from the ‘‘ Hawthorns.”’ 


2 


clear authority for this proposition. In what I have 


lawfully effected. In framing schemes even the most ex- 


in law are corrected by the House of Lerds. But I cannot part with judging by the report, which was very short, that the case was an 
the case without expressing my astonishment that the commissioners } ®uthority for the general proposition that if a man makes a donatio, 
should have directed the payment out of the charity funds of £5,000 | and afterwards gives a legacy of the same amount, that legacy must 
to the Bolingbroke Hospital without any scheme and without even be presumed to be in satisfaction of the donatio. His lordship, there- 
notice of intention to make such a payment. There has been no attempt fore, declared that the plaintiff was entitled to receive the sum of 
to justify this. Happily the whole fund, except the £5,000. is safe, £2,000 secured by the deposit notes, subject to payment out of it of 
and will now be applied under a scheme so framed as to give effect to | the household bills referred to by. the deceased, as to which there was 
the directions contained in the testator’s will. The appeal must be | no dispute. —CounstL, for the plaintiff, Cave, K.C., and C. J. Church; 


for the defendant, Henry Terrell, K.C., and F. C. Watmough. 
and Kennepy, L.JJ., also delivered judgment allowing | SoLicirors, Lovell, Son, & Pitfield; Allen. Edwards, & Oldfield. 


appeal.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Shebbeare ; [Reported by Percy T. Carven, Barrister-at-Law.]) 

















602 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








June 18, 1910 








Re WEBSTER (Deceased). THOMPSON +. THOMPSON. 
Parker, J. 31st May; Ist June. 


Witt—Reatty—Devisk or REVERSION ON TERM—POSTPONEMENT OF 
SALE—APPLICATION OF INTERIM INCOME FOR PAYMENT OF DestTs 
EaRLier SAtE—Ricur or RecoupMENT 


A testatrix directed that the sale of her realty should be postponed 
until the expiration of a certain period, and that until sale the income 
should be applied towards the payment off of certain debts, and that 
after the sale the proceeds thereof ; hould be divided between certain 
beneficiaries. In the events which happened, it became necessary to 
sell the property before the end of the period in order to pay off the 
debts, and this summons was taken out to determine whether the 
persons entitled to the proceed of sale were also entitled to be ret yu ped 
out of the income of the unsold part of the property during the re 
mainder of the period 


Held, that they were so entitled 


A testatrix by her will, dated in 1905, declared ‘‘ all my property 
of land and houses to be sold five years after my death, and divided 


into equal parts amongst ”’ certain beneficiaries,’ the income during 
the five years to be paid into my bank to pay off money owing to them, 
also a mortgage on the farm. . . The testatrix died in 1908, 


and ut the date of her death the bank referred to in the will had an 
equitable mortgage on a part of the real estate, besides which there 
was also a mortgage on a farm belonging to the testatrix. The mort 
gagees, being unwilling to wait until the income was sufficient to pay 
them off, required an early repayment, and the executrixes, in order to 


meet their claims, sold the property, which was subject to the bank’s | 


mortgage, paid off the bank out of the proceeds, and entered into a 
contract for the sale of the farm. Difficulties having arisen as to the 
effect of these sales, this summons was taken out for the purpose of 
determining whether the persons entitled to the proceeds of sale at the 
expiration ‘of five years ot also entitled to be recouped out of the 


Vernon. Soricrrors, Noon, Clarke, & Churchill; Bell, Brodrick, & 
Gray, for Holtby & Proctor, York. 
(Reported by F. Briga@s, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re ALEXANDER’S SETTLEMENT. JENNINGS 
Parker, J. 2nd June. 
SETTLEMENT—EXCLUSION OF SON Bercomina ENTITLED TO AN Estate 
UNDER A WiLt—MISDESCRIPTION OF EstaTE—CLERICAL ERROR—Con- 
STRUCTION. 
A settlement excluded from all benefits in the funds thereby settled 


ALEXANDER, 





| any son becoming entitled to an estate ‘‘in tail male under a will, 
| whereas the only estate to which such son could have become entitled, 
| under the will, was an estate in tail general. A son ypu: become 
| entitled to the estate in tail general, it was contended the is he had not 
| taken an estate in tail male, he ought not to be excluded from si t 


the settled funds. 
Held, that the words ‘in tail male” were a clerical error, and that 
| the son was excluded from sharing in the settled funds. 


By a marriage settlement, executed in 1886, it was provided that if 
the eldest son of the settlor became entitled to certain real estate for 
| an estate ‘*in tail male,’’ under the limitations contained in the will of 
| William Montgomery, who died in 1866, such son should be precluded 
| from sharing in the settled moneys. The only estate, however, to which 
| such a son could possibly become entitled, under the will, was an estate 

in tail general, and the settlor, when she executed the settlement, must 

have known this. This summons was taken out to determine whether 
| the eldest son, who had succeeded to the estate in tail general under the 
| will, was precluded from taking any benefit under the settlement. 

PARKER, J., said that one of two things could be said of the clause in 
the settlement excluding the eldest son from any share in the settled 
funds : either the settlor had intended to insert a condition which could 
| never happen, or, and this was the more reasonable view, she had made 
| a mistake in speaking of the estate, to which her eldest son might 
become entitled, as an estate ‘‘ in tail male.’’ When the settlement 





income of the unsold portion of the realty for the money expended in | exec uted it was quite clear what kind of estate the son might succeed 
paying off the mortgagees, or whether there was an intestacy as regards | to, and his lordship, being of opinion that the settlor’s intention was to 
the income during the remainder of the period. | secure equality for her children, treated the word ‘‘ male’’ in the 


PARKER, J., in the course 
stopped with the declaration " wandeaiite the sale, no question could 
have arisen, as it was clear that a future devise of realty did not carry 
with it the right to the intermediate rents and profits. The testatrix 
had, however, provided for the payment of certain mortgage debts out 
of the intermediate income, but events had happened, which the testa 
trix had never contemplated, and which necessitated the sale of the | 


property to pay off the mortgages, and it was now contended that, inas- | 
: | 


much as the debts, to the payment of which the income of five years 
was applicable, had been otherwise paid, the income for the residue of 
that period was undisposed of, and went to the heiresses-at-law., In 
support of that contention the cases of Jewart v. Lawson (L. R. 18 Eq. 
490) and Norton v. Johnstone (30 Ch. D. 649) were quoted. In both 
these there was a devise of real estate to a tenant for life, with 
remainders in tail, and a declaration to the effect that no person to 
whom any estate for life or in tail was limited, should be entitled to the 
rents and profits until the estates were clear of debt. In the events 
that happened the debts were paid off otherwise than out of rents and 
profits, and it was held that the tenant for life was entitled to come 
into possession. His lordship then referred to the case of Biggar v. 
Eastwood (15 L. R. Ir. 219), which was, to some extent, different from 
the English cases. There was, in that case, no gift to a tenant for | ‘ 
life and remainderman with a subsequent cutting down of their | 
interests for the purpose of paying debts out of income, but there was a 
trust, a term of twenty-one years, created for the purpose of paying | 
debts, and it was only at the expiration of twenty-one years that there | 
was a gift to the tenant, for life, part of the estate being then given | 
absolutely, and part with a remainder over. In this case, also, the | 
debts were paid out-of the proceeds of sale of realty, and it was held | 
| 
| 
| 





that the term was still alive, for the purpose of putting the parties, 
who were interested in the various parts of the estate, in the same | 
position as they would have been in if the debts had been paid in the | 
manner contemplated by the will. The learned judges there dis | 
tinguished this case from the English cases in various ways, but the 
real distinction was, in his lordship’s opinion, the fact that there was a 
term of twenty-one years, and it was only after the expiration of that | 
term that the property was disposed of, and that in the English cases | 
there was an immediate gift, followed by a cutting down for a certain 
purpose until a certain event. Dealing with the matter on principle 
apart from cases, the following appeared to be the correct view 
There was a gift of a reversionary interest after the onal ition of five 
years, which, but for the declaration contained in the will, would have | 
passed the property subject to the mortgage debts. The testatrix had, 
however, directed the payment of these debts out of a fund not 
primarily liable for their payment, and, owing to events over which 
she had no control, those debts had been paid out of the fund primarily 
liable, and the persons entitled to that fund ought to be recouped for 
what they had lost, because of the testatrix’s directions not having 
been carried into effect. His lordship, therefore, held that the persons 
entitled to the reversion in five years, having had _ their 
property made available for the payment of the debts, ought to be 
recouped out of the rents and profits during the remainder of dag five 
years.—CounsEL, -1. Adams; P. F. S. Stokes; D. D. Roberts Wik 








| his judgment, said that if the will had | 


| settlement as a misdescription, and held that the eldest son was excluded 
from sharing under the settlement.—CounseL, (. Hartree; J. M. Gove 
HW. Greenwood. Soricrrors, Meredith, Mills, & Clarl, Davenport 
Cunliffe, & Blake ; Samuel Price & Sons. 

(Reported by F. Briags, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. NORTON. 30th May; 13th June. 
CrIMINAL LAW—EvIDENCE—ACCUSATION OF PRISONER IN HIS PRESENCI 
BY Person Nor Catiep at TRIAL—ADMISSIBILITY—PROCEDURE. 

The statement of a person accusing the prisoner, made in his presence 
when that person is not called as a witness at the trial, only becomes 
| evidence when the prisoner, by his acceptance or admission of the state- 
ment in whole or in part, makes it, or a part of it, his own statement, 
either by words, conduct, or demeanour—e. 
occasion which demands an answer. 

On the trial of a prisoner on indictment, where such evidence of 
admission appears on the depositions, evidence of the contents of the 
statement may be given at once. Where such evidence of admission dv 
not appear on the depositions, evidence should first be given of the fact 
of a statement having been made to the prisoner (semble, not of if 


g., by re maining silent on un 


| contents), and the question asked what the prisoner said or did on such 


a statement being made. If, from what he said or did, an admission 


may be inferred, then evidence of the contents of the statement may be 
y ' 


| given. 


Where such evidence has been given of the contents of the statement, 
and of the prisoner’s answer, by words or conduct, the proper direction 
to the jury is that if they come to the conclusion that the prisoner hu 
acknowledged the truth of the whole or any part of the facts stated, they 
might take the statement, or so much of it as was acknowledged to be 
true (but no more), into consideration as evidence in the case generally 

20t because the statement, standing alone, afforded any ¢ vide nee of the 
nse contained in it, but solely because of the prisoner's acknowledy 
ment of its truth; but, unless they found as a fact that there was such 


acknowledgment, they ought to disregard the statement altoge ther. 7 


Appeal against a conviction at Leeds Assizes for an offence undet 
the Criminal Law Amendment Act, for which the appellant was 
sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude. The argument appears from 
the written and considered judgment of Tur Court (Lord ALVERSTONF, 
C.J., Pickrorp, and Cotrertpcr, JJ.), which was delivered by 

PickrorD, J., as follows :—The appellant in this case was tried a 
the Leeds Assizes on the 17th of March last. before Serutton J., then 
sitting as a Commissioner of Assize, on a charge of carnally knowin: 
a girl called Marjory Truman, she being then under the age of thirteen 
years. He was convicted and sentenced to ten years’ penal servitude, 
and now appeals against that conviction on the ground that the learned 
commissioner misdirected the jury as to the effect of certain evidence 
given on the trial. The evidence against the prisoner was entirely 
circumsté — il, with the exception of that relating to the statements of 

j the girl and the answers of the prisoner, to which reference is mac 
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below. The child was not called at the trial, but evidence was given 
of statements made by her in the presence of the prisoner, and his 
answers to them, and it is in relation to this evidence that the question 
of misdirection arises. The evidence was to the effect that on being 
asked by the prisoner who had done it, she said ‘‘ You,” and on 
being asked by another person, she said ‘‘ Stevie Norton,’’ and pointed 
to the prisoner, that the prisoner said, ‘‘ No, Madge, you are mis 
taken,’’ and that then she said, ‘‘ You have done it, Stephen Norton,” 
and pointed to him again. According to one witness, he then lifted 
his arms and said, ‘‘ If I have done it, I hope the Lord will strike 
me dead,”’ and, according to another witness, ‘‘ If you say so, I might 
as well put my clothes on and go home.’’ There was, therefore, no- 
thing in his answers necessarily amounting to an admission of the girl’s 
statements. The direction of the learned commissioner as to the 
effect of this evidence is as follows :—‘‘ One starts with that; Maggie 
Truman comes back from that awful night at 9 o’clock the next 
morning. Someone is seen trying to get over the wall of that field, 
and Travis runs up and brings her down to her mother. The prisoner 
is brought into the house, and then there comes the dramatic scene, 
which is so dramatic that one is afraid that it takes away one’s power 
of accurately estimating it, in which the man solemnly swears that he 
did nothing to the little girl, and the little girl twice or thrice points 
at him and says, ‘ Stevie Norton, you did it.’ Gentlemen, you must 
consider that remark carefully. It is for you entirely, and anything 
I say as to fact you are to disregard if it does not agree with your own 
views. You are the judges of fact, and not I. You must consider this. 
Do you think, first of all, that after what she had gone through that 
night, the little girl was in a condition to accurately remember. Gen 
tlemen, at any rate, the fact that the little girl did say so renders it 
necessary to very carefully consider what evidence is tendered on 
behalf of Stephen Norton.’’ And later on the learned commissioner 
says : ‘“‘ You have then got him telling lies as to where he was, and you 
will probably think if that is the position that confirms very much what 
the little girl says, because, if he were the guilty man he would be 
very likely to try and explain where he was at a material time by 
making some statement which must have been untrue, because, if he 
were the guilty man, he was in the wheat field, and not in some other 
place. Gentleman, you have to consider all these matters, and you have 
to consider what weight is to be attached to the statement of the little 
girl.”” Objection was taken to this direction on the ground that it 
directed the jury to take into consideration the girl’s statement 1s 
evidence of the facts contained in it, and to consider whether, looking 
at all the circumstances, they accepted it or the prisoner’s denial, 
whereas they ought to have been directed that the statements were not 
evidence of the facts stated, and that as they were denied by the 
prisoner, the jury should disregard them. We are of opinion that this 
was a misdirection—indeed, the counsel for the Crown did not contend 
that it was not, but relied in support of the conviction on the proviso 
to section 4 (1) of the Criminal Appeal Act. We think it well, however, 
to state the grounds of this admissibility of such statements in evidence, 
and our reasons for considering the direction erroneous. As a general 
rule statements as to the facts of a case under investigation are not 
evidence unless made by witnesses in the ordinary way, but to this 
rule there are exceptions. One is that statements made in the presence 
of a prisoner upon an occasion on which he might reasonably be ex- 
pected to make some observation, explanation, or denial, are admissible 
under certain circumstances. We think it is not strictly accurate, and 
may be misleading to say that they are admissible in evidence against 
the prisoner, as such an expression may seem to imply that they are 
evidence of the facts stated in them, and must be considered upon the 
footing of other evidence. Such statements are, however, never 
evidence of the facts stated in them. they are admissible only as 
introductory to, or explanatory of, the answer given to them by 
the person in whose presence they are made. Such answer may, of 
course, be given either by words or by conduct—e.q., by remaining 
silent on an occasion which demanded an answer. If the answers given 
amount to an admission of the statements, or some part of them, they 
or that part become relevant as shewing what facts are admitted ; if 
the answer be not such an admission, the statements are irrelevant to 
the matter under consideration, and should be disregarded. No objec- 
tion was taken in this case to the admission of the statements in 
evidence, but as the prisoner may be tried again on an indictment on 
which that question may arise, we think it well to state in what cases 
such statements can be given in evidence. We think that the contents 
of such statements should not be given in evidence unless the judge is 
satisfied that there is evidence fit to be submitted to the jury that the 
prisoner by his answer to them, whether given by word or conduct 
acknowledged the truth of the whole or part of them. If there be no 
such evidence, then the contents of the statements should be excluded ; 
if there be such evidence, then they should be admitted, and thequestion 
whether the prisoner’s answer by words or conduct did, or did not, in 
fact, amount to an acknowledgment of them left to the jury. In trials 
of prisoners on indictment, in which the most numerous and important 
of these cases arise, there is, as a rule, no difficulty in deciding whether 
there be such evidence or not as the prisoner’s answer appears upon the 
depositions, and the chance that the evidence with regard to it may be 
different on the trial is so small that it may be disregarded. When, 
however, the evidence of the prisoner’s answer does not appear, there 
does not seem to be any practical difficulty in applying the rule above 
stated. The fact of a statement having been made in the prisoner’s 
presence may be given in evidence, but not the contents, and the question 








asked what the prisoner said or did on such a statement being made. 
If his answer, given either by words or conduct, be such as to be 
evidence from which an acknowledgment may be inferred, then the 
contents of the statement may be given, and the question of admission 
or not, in fact, left to the jury; if it be not evidence from which such 
an acknowledgment may be inferred, then the contents of the state- 
ment should be excluded. To allow the contents of such statements to 
be given before it is ascertained that there is evidence of their being 
acknowledged to be true must be most prejudicial to the prisoner, as 
whatever directions be given to the jury, it is almost impossible for 
them to dismiss such evidence entirely from their minds. It is, perhaps, 
too wide to say that in no case can the statements be given in evidence 
when they are denied by the prisoner, as it is possible that a denial may 
be given under such circumstances and in such a manner as to con- 
stitute evidence from which an acknowledgment may be inferred ; but, 
as above stated, we think they should be rejected unless there is some 
evidence of an acknowledgment of their truth. When they are admitted 
we think the following is the proper direction to be given to the jury. 
That if they come to the conclusion that the prisoner had acknowledged 
the truth of the whole or any part of the facts stated they might take 
the statement, or so much of it as was acknowledged to be true (but no 
more), into consideration as evidence in the case generally, not because 
the statement, standing alone, afforded any evidence of the matter con- 
tained in it, but solely because of the prisoner’s acknowledgment of its 
truth ; but unless they found as a fact that there was such acknowledg- 
ment they ought to disregard the statement altogether. See PR. v. 
Smith (18 Cox. 470). In this case the direction above set out is not 
that the jury should disregard the statement, but that they should take 
it into consideration, and examine whether it was likely to be accurate, 
and whether it was confirmed by the other evidence. For the reasons 
given above, we think this was erroneous, and it was a misdirection upon 
a point very material to the issue.—CounseL, for the appellant, Louis 
Hoare ; for the Crown, Waddy. Soricrrors, The Registrar of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal; the Director of Public Prosecutions. P 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Societies. 
The Law Society. 


ATTENDANCES ON THE COUNCIL AND THE COMMITTEES FROM 
3lsT MAy, 1909, TO 3lstT May, 1910. 


(Discipline Committee not included.) 


Name. Council. Com- Name. Council, Com- 
mittees. mittces. 
Mr. Barker .. 18 33 Mr. Oldham ; 20 4 
» Beale... ae .. @ 37 9 Feime... ; 14 16 
»» Bischoff bes am » Pennington. 33. O53 
», Blyth i . & — » Rawle ; 3168 
», Botterell ... .. 28 16 Sir A. Rollit ‘ 20 #11 
» pudd... = « 2S 8 Mr. Samson ‘ies 22 21 
» Coley... _ sy l » Sharpe . 32. «89 
Sir H. Crawford ... vo © », Stone... an 
Mr. Dawes = . FF — » Taylor fi 34 «94 
» Dibdin os ~~ @ » Trower a fs 
», Dowson Si .. 3 652 », Walters - 9 = 
we Ellett ve . 2 », Wightman ... ¢é — 
»» Foster - cc a 2 » Winterbotham ; 35 «101 
Sir E. Fraser ; - 15 2 ° 
Mr. Garrett i . 38 Extraordinary Members. 
» Gibson se .. 14 9 
» Gillett a oc 9 Mr. J. W. Botsford . & — 
», Goddard ... -. 2 38 » A. J. Clarke 9 
oo wails ... ~— ia 6 » R.S. Cleaver 10 2 
Sir J. Hollams ... ae | 9 » o. Cullimore 2 - 
, H. J. Johnson . we » i. Eggar ... 17 9 
Mr. Humfrys _... ; 10 4 » ©. E. Longmore 23 0«O 
», Manisty a . 26 » WwW. H. Norton 13 2 
» Margetts .. <- oe l » A.C. Peake 18 2 
» Marshall... 1 l » R. A. Pinsent 22 12 
» Milne ; os lf 5 , R. Pybus . 10 6 
» Morton a ae F. Sturge 8 1 
» Nesbitt  . .. 2B 1 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 2nd of June, Mr. F. W. Emery being 
in the chair. The other directors present were Mr. J. H. Gardiner 
(treasurer), Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. W. P. Richardson, Mr. J. E. W. 
Rider, Mr. A. Toovey, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and 
the secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. A sum of £900 was voted in relief of 
deserving cases, four new members were elected, and other general 
business was transacted. 
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London Solicitors’ Golfing Society. 


The summer meeting of the London Solicitors’ Golfing Society was 
held on the Ashford Manor Club’s course on Saturday. The com 
petition for the prize presented by the president, Mr. J. 8S. Beale, was 
won by Mr. B. Clayton Kenward with a score of 84—11=73. The prize | 
for the best 9 holes was won by Mr. T. M. Longhurst with 39—3 
353. Mr. John Woodhouse won the prize given by Mr. T. Rothwell | 
Haslam for players with handicaps between 11 and 18; Mr. Wood- 


house returned 92—12=80, There were 63 competitors. 


Legal News. 


Appointment. 
Dr. W. S. HOLDSWORTH, Barrister at Law, has been elected to the 
All Souls Readership in English Law at Oxford. Dr. Holdsworth was 
educated at New Colleve, and obtained a first class in modern history in 


1893 and in law in 1894, 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


CHARLES WILLIAM NEWLANDs, Rospert WELCH CocKBURN NEWLANDS, 
and ViINcENT THOMPSON, solicitors (Newlands, Thompson, & Co.), 73, 
Grey-street, Newcastle-on-Tyne. June 1. The said Vincent Thomp 
son will continue to practise in his own name and on his own account 
at the said address; the said Charles William Newlands and Robert 
Welch Cockburn Newlands will continue to practise together under 
the style of Newlands & Newlands, at Law Court-chambers, West 
Keppel-street, South Shields, and 4, Grange-road West, Jarrow, on 
their own account as heretofore. [Giazette, June 10. 


General. 


In a case of Bartle v. Thompson, before the Probate Division last 
week, says the 7'imes, the terms of the will sought to be proved were : 
‘4th of December, 1909. All to Lib from Elizabeth Turnbull 
Jane Heath x her mark, witness. 
Memoar Bartle, witness.”’ 
The learned President pronounced for the will. 


Chris. Keegan, sentenced at the Commission Court, Dublin, to five 
years’ penal servitude for breaking into a church with felonious intent, 
wus, says the Hvening Standard, convicted largely on finger-print 
evidence. On the broken window was found a finger mark, which was 
identified as his in the habitual criminals’ register ya partment of Dublin 
Castle. Mr. William Henry, head of that Sontanton nt, said that about 
150,000 finger prints had passed through his hands, and no two had 
ever been found alike. This system of identification had now supe 
seded all other methods, and he believed it to be infallible 


On Tuesday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Pretyman asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the regulations made by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue under section 4 of the Finance Act, 
1909-10, provided that an instrument presented for stamping under that 
section must be accompanied either by a copy or by an abstract 
of the instrument, and by a copy of any plan therein con 
tained or referred to; and, if so, whether it was considered that the 
power given by the section to the Commissioners to make regulations 
as to the mode in which an instrument was to be presented to them for 
stamping authorized them to require the instrument to be accompanied 
by further documents involving trouble and expense to the taxpayer. 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer : The answer to the first part of the 
question is in the affirmative. The answer to the second part of the 
question is also in the affirmative. I may add that the further 
documents required to be lodged with the instrument are necessary for 
the purpose of enabling the Commissioners to assess increment value 
duty. 


The winding up of the estate of the widow of a former French 
Consul-General at Jerusalem, an old lady who died two years ago. 
leaving property valued at £120,000, will be no easy matter, says thi 
Daily Telegraph. She seems to have been incessantly occupied in 
making wills and adding codicils. The last codicil discovered, which 
is dated 16th of August, 1907, ‘‘ confirms the two last testaments.’’ 
revoking all others. But the lady drew up in all fifteen wills. Nine 
of the number are plainly revoked by the above codicil, but six others 
all bear the same date, 9th of M; iy, 1904. 
the ‘‘ last testaments ’’ referred to in the codicil, as no later wills have 
so far been found. But which two of the six are the latest? The lady 
evidently wrote them at different hours of the same day, but there is 
no indication in any of them of the precise moment. The point is an 
ee ae one, as by three of the six wills, but not by the others, a 
female relative inherits large sums, which the universal legatee may or 

may not have to pay. The courts are now engaged in an attempt to 
determine by “internal evidence” which of the wills most probably 


Two of these appear to be 


expressed the widow’s latest. wishes, French jurisprudence allowing in 
such matters more latitude than that of England. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 


can be obtained on liberal terms from the 


LAW UNION AND ROCK 
INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED 


126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C,, 


where proposal forms and all information may be obtained. 


The Company’s ents. are : ennented by the High 
Court of Justice, all Government Departments,etc. 


FUNDS IN ALL DEPARTMENTS, £9,000,000. 
CiAims Parpb—ALL DEPARTMENTS, £25,000,000. 





Such news as there is of the Additional Judges Bill is, says a writer 
in the Daily Tel graph, unsatisfactory in the extreme. ‘The absence of 
the Attorney-General at The Hague is said to militate against its 
chances of passing into law. 


Standing Committee A of the House of Commons on Wednesday 
had before it the Conveyancing Bill, to amend the Conveyancing and 
Law Property Act, 1881. There were no amendments, and the Bill 
was ordered to be reported. 


There was a curious tangle in the Supreme Court of Wisconsin, says 
the American Law Review, as the result of an appeal from probate pro 
ceedings, which established the will of an aged lady leaving $35,000 to 
a Presbyterian college in Wisconsin. The evidence was conflicting as 
to her testamentary capacity, and as to the influence exerted upon her 
in her last years by the president of the college, who had been acting 
as her financial adviser, and who drew the will. The lower court found 
igainst the heir-at-law on both these issues. The appeal to the Supreme 
Court resulted in a remarkable division of opinion among the justices 
The chief justice and two of his associates found thems« te s unable to 
see a clear preponderance of evidence against the conclusions of the 
trial court. Two other of the justices were able to see such clear pre 
ponderance. Of the two remaining justices, one was able to se¢ 
clear preponderance of evidence against testamentary capacity, but not 
in favour of undue influence, while the other thought there was testa 
mentary capacity, but that there had also been undue influence. In 
this extraordinary situation the court held that it would have to affirm 
the findings below, as there was not a majority of the court in agree 
ment on any one specific ground of error fatal to the judgment. 


The proposed grouping of assizes continues, says the 7'imes, to arouse 
many expression of opinion, mostly hostile. The grand juries at the 
Essex and Leicestershire Assizes and the St. Albans Quarter Sessions 
have made presentments against the removal of the assize work of thei 
respective counties to London; and at Worcester the Mayor and the 
county and city grand juries presented to Mr. Justice Lawrance 
memorials against any removal of the assizes from the city The 
judge said he concurred with the memorialists. At Dorchester Mr 
Justice Ridley expressed himself as strongly opposed to the proposed 
grouping, and the Town Council have resolved to petition the Home 
Secretary. The Hunts County Council will petition the Lord Chancellor 
and the Lord Chief Justice on the subject. In his charge at the 
Leicester Quarter Sessions the Recorder (Mr. Buszard, K.C.) said it 
was at the criminal end of the business that reforms should be intro 
duced. The first step should be to enlarge considerably the jurisdiction 
of quarter sessions, which might be done without danger now that the 
Court of Criminal Appeal was working so well. If it were thought 
necessary to have professional judges at sessions that could easily be 
done, and would relieve the congestion of business at assizes. 


Never since Domesday Book was made, says the Daily Mail, has 
such a stupendous landowners’ operation been engaged upon in Great 
Britain as that which is now absorbing the attention of the surveyors 
of the country—four new taxes on land ; an increment duty, a reversion 
duty. a mineral tax, and an undeveloped land duty. For the purpose 
of ascertaining the amount of these taxes it is necessary to make a 
valuation. The valuation for the new taxes is now being made. It 
is absorbing the attention of every expert valuer in the country. Th 
valuers who have not been engaged by the Government are acting for 
the landowners whom the Government intend to tax; one body of 
experts, paid by the State, values the land for taxation purposes, 
another, engaged by the landowners, tests the valuation to see that no 
unjust charge is made. On the one side the Government forces are 
directed from Somerset House, with Sir Robert’ Thompson at their 
head. Sir Robert, a man of ripe experience in taxation, is known as 
the chief valuer, and he is allowed a staff of two superintendents, fifty 
four valuers, and two technical assistants, with a grant of £5,000 : 
year for additional assistance. The total staff will be about 500 in 
number. Already the officers are beginning their survey of the land 








and their computation of its value. 
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At the annual meeting of the Chief Constables’ Association, says the | 
Times, Mr. A. E. Ferns, chairman of the Stockport Watch Committee, 
introduced a discussion on the Probation of Offenders Act, 1907, and 
the Children Act, 1908, both of which Acts, he said, were a marked 
departure from previous legislation in that they were intended not to 
punish, but to prevent crime. It was very satisfactory to know that 
the former Act was working well, and in Stockport their probation 
officer, who was the secretary of the lads’ club, had not had 3 per cent. 
of failures. The two chief benefits resulting from the Act were that | 
the accused person, if he chose to reform, had no conviction recorded | 
against him, and that the probation officer exercised a continual super- 
vision over him. Before the Children Act the cases of burning and 
scalding and the cases of overlaying were very frequent, but they had 
since considerably diminished. The Act was faulty in that where in 
a case of suffocation the parent went to ded under the influence of drink, 
the onus of proof of that insobriety rested on the police. Proof was 
almost impossible. In Germany if a child was found dead in bed with 
its parent, the parents must shew they had not been careless or 
negligent, or suffer a penalty of fine or imprisonment. Another benefit 
which had accrued from the Act was that it had removed children from 
all taint of association with older criminals. As to juvenile smoking, 
the Chief Constable of Stockport told him that the practice of boys 
smoking in the streets was practically a thing of the past. Since the 
Act was passed they had had only two cases in which cigarettes had 
been seized by the police. The next step in preventive legislation should 
be to deal with vagrants and insist that if they were to live they must 
live by their own work. It was the vagrants who were responsible for 
the greater portion of the crime of the country, and if they could be 
sent to detention homes, where they would be ‘made to work, it might 
mean a saving to the State and the municipalities, because fewer work- 
houses and prisons would be required. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF ReGistrars IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercenoy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. 











Rota, No, 2, Jovog. Swinren Eapy. 

Monday ...June 20 Mr Church Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday ......... 31 Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Wednesiay ..,... 22 Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Thursday .. . 23 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Friday ... . 24 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Saturday ......... 25 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 

Mr, Justice Mr..Justice Mr, Justice - Justi 

Date. Warginaton. NEVILLE. PARKER. “7 = 

Monday ...June 20 Mr Borrer Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ...-c.0. 21 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 
Wednesday ...... 23 Greswell Farmer Beal Synge 
Thursday .. . 23 Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Church 
Fridav ..... . 24 Synge Borrer Goldschinidt Theed 
Saturday .... ... 25 Church Beal Synge Bloxam 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 10. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep In CHaNnocerY. 


Asax Mope. Launpry, Lrp (1x Votunrary Liqurpation) — Creditors are required, 
on or before June 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to John Robert Carss, 15, Strauss rd, Bedford Park, liquidator 

Brack Lawes Couiizry (Bryuso), Ltp—reditors are required, on or before July 31, 
to send their names ard addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Louis Nicholas, 19, Castle st, Liverpool, liquidator. J 

Brisrot Licurgrage Co, Lrn—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Bilvester Cavell, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol, liquidator , 

F. Joyce & Co, Lrp (in Votuntary Liqurpatron)—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulara of their debts 
or claims, to Henry de Mosenthal, 220, Winchester Ho 1s9, Old Broad at, liquidator 

Fisaeva RD Harsour Brickworks Co, Lrp—Oreditors are nired, on or before 
June 25, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to F. J. Warren, 3, Victoria pl, Maverfordwest, liquidator 

Grose Rusper Corpora tron, Lrv—Petn for winding up, presented June 3, directed to 
be heard June 21. James & Co, 13a, Fore st, solors for the patner. Notice of appear- 

nit must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 20 
rte yn mp ecayree yes Lap—Creditors are required, on or before June 17, 

rnames and addrerses, and the particulara of i 
ny ee 2, ee pl, Swansea, liquidator. — 
AnK Printing Co, Lrp— Petn for winding up, presented June 8, directed to 
heard on June 21. Brett & Co, Manchester, solors = petner. Notice of mae 

Ramm reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 20 

—— ae eee ~ ol required, on or before July 31, to send their 
resses, and the particu! of thei I i is Ni 
19, Onstle st, Liverpenk eh rs heir debts or claims, to Louis Nicholas, 


London Gazette,—Tunspay, June 14,’ 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep iw CHANCERY. 


Ancopra River Transport Co, Lrp (uv Li i i 
8 Co, Quipation)—Creditors are reauired, on 
before July 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 





nm . G. 3 beeen 19, St Swithin’s In, liquidator 
+ &. Bet, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send their names 
° dresses, and particalars of their debts or claims, to H, Foden and E. ome o 
rmerod st, Burnley. Roberts & Riley, Burnley, solors for the liquidators F } 
) 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, June 10. 


““Wintnror” Manvracturine Co, Lrp. 
Britisa Trust anD Bayxine Co, Lro. 
Trmrpap Dock aNp Enainegrina Co, Lrp. 
Piymoura Are@yLe Footsa: Co, Lrp. 


| Hastines anp Sr, Leonagps AND Disraict Murvat Piate Grass Insvgance Co, Lrp, 


West Sussex Brick Co, Lrp. 

No 1 Srag Inw Lyvestmenr Oo, Lro. 
Yorxsarre Boner Propucts Co, Lrp. 
Gotp’s Hiti Cotirery Lrp. 

Linosay Garrarp, Lp, 

Dove Houss Brick Uo, Lrp. 

Buack Lane Courizry (Bryno), Lro. 
New Buaenaarw Covtrery Co, Lr. 
Norton & Co (Surren-In-ASHFIELD), LTp. 
AvromAtic Wert Repcemisuer, Lro, 

G. E. L. Syxpicare, Lro. 

Sours Sareups awp Disteicr Prrvatse Hosritat anp Nuasina Home, Lrp. 
CampBrian Tueaters, Lrp. 

Fisaauarp Harzour Brickworks Co, Lrp, 
Appiiep Inventions, Lrp. 

Tyrewritine TeLe@rarH Corporatioy, Lro. 
Garnetr’s Batata Co, Lrp. 

North Paorxtx Synprcatr, Lrp. 
AnG.o-Scorrisnh Rusger Corporatioy, Lrp, 
Genegat Inventions, Lrp. 


London Gazette. —TuRspAy, June 14. 


Taorne’s Dave Srores, Lro. 

Horst Enrertarnment Guipe anp Menu Co, Lrp, 
Estancia Frorencia Co, Lro. 

Wattrer Newsorp & Co, Lrp. 

H. H. Vivian & Co, Lrp. 

GurenpA.r Creamery Co, Lrp. 

W. Mircnett & Co, Lrp. 

Derr Sea TRawiers Lrp. FLeerwoop. 

Dantet THomas & Co, Lrp. 

Joan W. Barser, Urp. 

GatEsHEAD AND Disreict Provipentr anp EquitaBLe Co-Opsrarive Society, Lrp. 
Micurr's Tannine Exrract Co, Lrp. 

Magakint Vatusy Rosser Esrates, Lrp. 

Borne Synpicate, Lip. 

BcacktHorn Brickworks Co, Lrp. 

Om Propsrties, Lro. 

New Cenrugiks EnainE Co, Lrp (Re-construction). 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 20 and July 4.—Messrs. Kemsury, at the Mart : Freehold Residential and 
Building Estates, &c. (see advertisement, back page, June 4). 

June 21, 28, July 5, 12, 26, and Aug. 9.—Messrs. Denengam, Tewson, Ricwarpson 
& Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences, Ground-rents, Shop, Shares, Freehold 
Properties, Building Estates, Freehold and Leasehold Hotels (see advertisements, 
psae iv, May 28). 

June 21.—Messre. Rogers, Cuapman, & THomas, at the Mart, at 1: Short Leasehold 
Investment (see advertisement, page ii, May 28). 

June 22.—Messrs. Doveras Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences, 
Estates, and Residential Sites, &c. (see advertisement, psge v, May 2s). 

June 22.— Messrs. Epwin Fox, Bovsrre.p, Burwerra, & Bappuvey, at the Mart, at 
2: Freehold Property and Building Estate (see advertisement, page v, June 4, and 
page vi June 11). 

June 23.—Mr. Josern Stower, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Estates and Ground- 
rents (see advertisement, page ii, May 28). 

June 23.—Messrs, Hernine, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2: Family Residence (seo 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

June 23.—Mesars. Srimsow & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, page v, this week). 

June 24.—Messrs. Montacu Hotmes & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Polytechnic Estate, 
Freehold (see advertisement, page v, June 11). 

June 24.—Messrs. Nicuo.as, at the Mart: Leasehold Residence (see advertisement, 
back page, this week). 

June 25,—Messra. Kemstey, at Colchester: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back 
page, June 4). 

Juns 28.—Mesers. WeATHERALL & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Properties, 
Ground rents and Sites (see advertisement, page ii, May 28, and page v', June 11). 

June 28 and July 26.—Messrs. Hampron & Sons, at the Mart: Town Houses (see 
advertisement, page v, this week). 

June 29.—Messrs. Ronert Bony & Sons: Freehold Property (see advertisement, 
page ii, May 28). 

Jane 29, July 7—Messrs. Humsret & Furr, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence, 
Farms, Building and Sporting Estates, Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, 
pages i and ii, May 28). , 

July 1.—Messre. Conn, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Houses (see advertisement, 
back page. this week). 

July 1.—Mesers. Horwe & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Shops, &c. 
(see advertisement, page v, this week). 

July 4.—Messrs. Tucxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 4and 25.—Messra. Jongs, Lane & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property 
and Leasehold Investment (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 4.—Messrs. Tuckxerr & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residential Estate 
(see advertisement, back page, June 11). 

July 5.—Mesers. Humpert & Firt, at Chester, at 1: Residential Property (see 
advertisements, pages i. and ii, May 28). 

July 6.—Mesers. Brarp & Sow, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents (see adver- 
tisement, back page, June 11). 

uly 6.—Messre. Devatas, Youna & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 8.—Mersrs. Exvris & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

Jnly 11.—Messre. Ertoaxt, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, back page, this week), 

July 13.—Messers. Epwin Fox, Bovsriztp, Burwerts & Bappe.ey, at the Mart, at 3: 
Freehold Property (see advertisement, back page, this werk). 

Jnly 19,—Messre. Desewnam, Tewson, R:cuarpson & Co., at the Mart at2 Free- 
hold Estate (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Mesare. Knicut, Frank, & Rurixx: Freehold Ground-rents for Sale (see advertise 
ment, back page, June 4). 
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Result of Sale. 


Reversions awp Lire Po.iores. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 908) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.U., on Thursday last, when 
7 following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £657 “os ove ove 


ca see Sold £400 
To £4,208 10s. a a a So gts case ad »» 3,940 
BEVERSION to £2,720 8s. ... wis ane ons eee ose eee » 525 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— 
For £3,000 ... oe - a aoe os wee a see >, 830 
For £500 Re os ; a oie its ove we » 4735 
For £1,161 ... eee ‘ ‘ eis vue aes ; ) 
For £1,000... = ost one ove see ae wu - » 810 
For £114 7s. ine an ae ae oun J 
For £2,000 ... ewe on ; vee nae — Exe ove -~ oo 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day oF Car. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 10, 


Arca, Pavt, Aldridge rd, Westbourne pk July7 McDaniel v Apcar, Swinfen Eady, J 
Hartopp, Norfolk st, Strand 


Pager, WitiiaM, Kingston on Thames, Upholsterer and Furniture Dealer July 8 
Malton v Page, Parker, J Sherwood, Essex at, Strand 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, June 14, 
Banrrasrorp, Toomas, Leicester pl, Leicestereq July 11 
Amery Parkes & Co, Fieot at 
CaLiivanaM, Rozert, Stroud, Glos, Licensed Victualler July 14 
ham, Joyce,J Bate, Bedford row 


Pacey v Barrasford, Joyce, J 


Fawkes v Calling- 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tugspay, Juue 7. 
ALEFOUNDER, MARTHA ELLEN, Preston Park, Brighton July9 Crook & Co, King st 
ASHTON, DAVID, Wilford, Notts, Chamois Leather Dresser July 4 Cox, Nottingham 
BOUGHTON, REBECCA, Leamington July6 Gem & Co, birmingham 





Du CANE, HERBERT, Moree, New South Wales July2 Bate & Co, Bedford row 

CHURCHMAN, HENRY, Horsham, Grocer July 11 Cotching & Son, Horsham 

CLARK, LOUISA, Bishops Stortford July 23 Sworder & Longmore, Hertford 

CORIN, AGATHA JANE BURNE, Penzance, Cornwall July 9 Paige & Grylls, Redruth 

CORNFORTH, ANN, Coventry July 9 Twist & Sons, Coventry 

CREED, EMMA MARIANNE, Wool, Dorset July 9 Paris & Co, Southampton 

DENT, CHARLOTTE Mary DENT PRICR, Hallaton, Leicester June 30 stow & Co, Lin. 
coln’s inn fields 

DINHAM, HERBERT, Stapleton Hall rd, Stroud Green July10 Mawby & Co, Queen st 
Cheapside 

ELLIOTT, MARY JANE, Erith June 30 Haberson & Co, Erith 

FOUNTAIN, BENJAMIN, Spalding, Lincs July 19 Maples & Son, Spalding 

FoWLER, JOSEPH, Ripon Lodge, Denmark hill #July 18 Hickman, Ironmonger In 

GARDINER, JANE, Plymouth, Potato Merchant June 18 Brian, Plymonth 

HEZMALHALCH, MARY, Felliscliffe, York July10 H&A J Appleton, Albion st, Leeds 

HILL, STUART, Cannon st, Architect July 7 Robinson & Bradley, King’s Bench walk 

HILLS, HANNAH, Ashford, Kent July 18 Mowll & Mowll, Ashford 

HILTON, ARTHUR, Woolwich July 10 Neale, Temple house, Temple av 

HORNE, JOHN, MD, JP, Scarborough July5 Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 

HORSFIELD, MARY, Hillsborough, Shefficld July 5 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

HOWLAND, WALTER June 24 Godfrey & Co, Chancery In 

HUMPHREYS, GEORGE, Redland, Bristol July 10 Cooke, Bristol 

JARVIS, HENRY, Brighton, Architect July 31 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq, Southwark 

JENNINGS, EMILY, Pond st, Hampstead July 30 Arnould & Son, New ct, Lincoln's inn 

HENRY, CHARLES GEORGE, otherwise RANNULPH KINGSLEY Minehead, Somerset July 
6 Pemberton & Co, New court 

KNIGHTS, JOHN HAMMOND, King’s Lynn, Norfolk July 1 Ward, King’s Lynn 

LOGAN, CRAWFORD BROWN, Torquay, Devon July 25 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 

MACLELLAN, JOHN, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Merchant July 10 Chamberlain, 
Stone bidgs, Lincoln's inn 

MInGLEey, EMMA, Haley Hill, Halifax June 25 Mackrell, Halifax 

MILES, WILLIAM LEONARD, Chipping Campden,Glos, June 21 G & O New, Chipping 
Campden 

Moon, HENRY, Barnstaple, Ironmonger July 4 Moon, Kingston hill 

NONWEILER, ARTHUR HENRY DAVID, Seymour pl, Bryanston sq, Solicitor July 20 
Cook, Edgware rd ' 

PAcEY, THOMAS, Neston, Chester July 20 Gamon & Co, Chester 

PALMER, Sir WALTER, JP, DL, Sunninghill, Berks July 31 Waterhouss & Co, New ct, 

Lincoln's inn 

PoOULSON, RoBERT DovuGLas, Freshfizld, Lancs, Estate Agent July 19 McKenna, 
Liverpool 

RATLIFF, STEPHEN, Tonbridge, Leather Cutter July 18 Warner & Son, Tonbridge 

RICHARDSON, MARGARET ANN, Northampton July 25 Beamish & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

ROBINSON, HENRY, Bradford, Draper June 28 Walker, Bradford 

ROBINSON, THOMAS, Boltby, nr Thirsk, York, Farmer July 15 Newbald & Co, Thirsk 

RouND, MARK, Dudley, Worcester June 18 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

SLAEER, MARY ANN, Eastbourne July 28 Stapley, Eastbourne 

Stimpson, Lucy, York July 30 Crombie & Sons, York 

THOMAS, JAMES, Halifax July 2 Dey, Halifax 

THOMPSON, JOHN, Charlwood, Surrey July 11 Cotching & Son, Horsham 








BROWN, JOHN, Barkby Thorpe, Leicester, Farmer June 30 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 10. 


RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
Airy, Epwarp Wictuiam, Norwich, 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Arnotp, CHartes Witiir, Danbury, 
Chelmsford Pet May9 Ord June6 
Baveu, Freperic, Cambridge rd, Music Hall Proprietor 
High Court Pet May 19 Ord Juneé 
Brams, Josern Hanxoip, Gosport, Hants, 
mouth Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Bennett, Leonarp, and Agrsaur Henry Stusss, Kingston 
upon Hull, Watchmakers Kingston upon Hull Pet 
May 24 Ord June7 


Essex, Farmer 


Clerk Ports- 


Binauam. Ropert WittiAm, Balby, nr Doncaster, Butcher 


Sheffield Pet June 7 Ord June7 


Boyes, Freverick Cuarves, Studley, Warwick, Wheel- 


wright Warwick Pet June8 Ord June 8 


Burrovenrs, Artuur, Lowestoft, Butcher Gt Yarmouth 


Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Cuntuirre, James, Shevington, Lancs, Farmer Wigan Pet 
June8 Ord June 8 
Dunxiey, Atrraep Howarp, Prittlewell, Essex, Stone- 
mason Chelmsford Pet June6é Ord June 6 
Farrsanx, Mark, Kingston upon Hull, Butcher Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June6 Ord June 6 
Fearues, Joz, Bradford, Top Maker 
8 Ord June 8 
Fernrnoven, Joun, Heaton, 


Macclesfield Pet May 23 Ord June 4 


Git, Emity, Keighley, Yorks, Confectioner Bradford | 


Pet June4 Ord June 4 


GitLotT, Cuaries, Totley, Derby, Draper Sheffield Pet | 


June6 Ord June 8 

Green, Grorcr Coates, and Artnur Green, Leicester, 
Bakers Leicester Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Harpy, Freperick Groner, Newington green, Mildmay, 
Retail Confectioner High Court Pet June 6 Ord 
June 6 

Hanrrorp, Grorer, re. Glum, Colliery Roadman 
Neath Pet June 7 June 7 

Haatiey, Raopes, Harrogate, Boot Dealer York Pet 
June7 Ord June 7 

Hanvey, Henry Nowa tt, Tyndall’s Park, Bristol, Company 
Promoter Bristol Pet May 23 Ord June6é 

Hay, Wituiam, Leicester Leicester Pet June 8 Ord 
June 8 

Hitt, Epwarp, Essex rd, Picture-frame Maker High 

--—Court Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Jonnsoy, Wittiam, Oldham, Dairyman Oldham Pet 
June6 Ord June 6 

Keen, H. Frepericx, Grange rd, Ealing, Advertisement 
Contractor High Court Pet Sept 11 Ord June 8 

Littte, Rosert Joun, Burgh le Marsh, Proprietor of Gas 
Works Boston Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Mittox, Jonn Artuvea Frepericx, Crewe, Electrician 
Crewe Pet May 24 Ord June8 


Grocer Norwich | 


3radford Pet June | 


nr Macclesfield, Farmer | 





Edwards, Leicester 


| MixeArps, Grace, Northampton, Picture Framer North- 
ampton Pet June7 Ord June 7 

| Morris, Davip Ricnarp, Hampton, Tailor 
Surrey Pet June7 Ord June7 

| Newsum, Joseru Freperick, Balby, ur Doncaster, Builder 
Sheffield Pet June6 Ord June 6 


dare Pet June 8 Ord June8 
Payne, Epwarp, West Hartlepool, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 
| Pittinesr, Jonn, Weston super Mare, Tobacconist Bridg- 
water Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Portencer, Joun, Paignton, Devon Cardiff Pet April 29 
Ord June 3 
Pyman, Freperick Witty, Clifton, Bristol, Boot Dealer 
Bristol Pet June7 Ord June7 


Sheffield Pet June 7 Ord June7 
Keeper Scarborough Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Stites, Witiiam, Worcester, Pork Butcher Worcester 
Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Supran, Isratt, and Hyaman Kavurman, Gun st, Spital- 
fields, Hat Manufacturers High Court Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 

Tanrietp, Harry Corker, Owlerton, Sheffield, Timber 
Merchant Sheffield Pet May 24 Ord June7 

| Waites, Witriam Corper, Cardiff, Shipowner Cardiff 
Pet May 23 Ord June 7 


7 Ord June 7 
| Wurtine, Faep, I’ketshall Saint Andrew, Suffolk, Black- 
| smith Great Yarmouth Pet June7 Ord June 7 
Wituams, Ernest Jouy, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Collier 
Ostler Cardiff Pet June6 Ord June6é 
Wit.tamson, Herserrt, Snienton, Nottingham Nottingham 
Pet May 25 Ord June 8 
WittsHise, Georce Henry, Mountain Ash, Glam, 
Fruiterer Aberdare Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 22 : 
McCurxtock, THomas Rongrt, Liverpool, 
facturer 


: Sweet Manu- 
Liverpoo Pet April9 Ord April 19 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 3: 

| Tunwer, Davip Pickygvt, Brighton, Dairyman Brighton 

} Pet May 18 Ord June 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, Herserr WittiaAm Cuxartes, Northampton, 
Teacher June 20 at 11 Off Rec, The Parade, North- 
ampton 


Bavon, Fraeperic, Cambridge rd, Music Hall Proprietor 





June 2lat 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Rosinson, Raymonp WALTER, Doncaster, Meat Salesman | Git, Eutiy, Keighley, Yorks, Confectioner June 18 at 11 
| * WY, ’ , y 
Off 


Sreav, Saran Exiza, Bridlington, Yorks, Lodging House | 


Waketam, James Henry, Huthwaite, Notts, Grocer 
Nottingham Pet June 8 Ord June 8 | 
| Wavkgr, Autrrep, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet June 


TiIBBS, HARRIKT, Parkhurst rd, Holloway June 39 
TOMLIN, EDWARD, Shepperton rd, Islington 


f 
| 


Kingston, | 


Pavmen, Witiiam, Aberdare, Glam, General Dealer Aber- | 





Stow & Co, Lincoln's inn ‘fields 


July 12 Pearce, Devereux ct, Strand 


Beams, Joseph Harowp, Gosport, Hants, Builder's Clerk 
June 20 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st 
Portsmouth 

Bennett, Leonarp,and Argtaur Henry Srusss, Kingston 
upon Hull, Watchmaker June 18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Baiaes, Atsert Ropert, Norwich, Jeweller June 18 at 1 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Cowen, Epwarp Ineuam, York, Stockton on Tees, Doctor 
June 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

Diprosge, Artaur Freperick, Hastings, Grocer June 21 
at3 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Dytuam, Henry James, Eddington, Kent, Dairy Farmer 
June 18 at 11 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Featuer, Jox, Bradford, Top Maker June 22at 11 Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Rec, 12, Duke st, Braoford 

Grery, Grorce CHARLEs, and ArTaur Green, Leicester, 
Bakers June 20 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Harpy, Freperick Grorce, Newington green, Mildmay, 
Retail Confectioner June 20 ut 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Hageison, Joun Artuur, Leicester sq 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hartcey, Ruopes, Harrogate, Boot Dealer June 21 at 3 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, Yorks 

Hay, Wittiiam, Leicester June 20 at 3.45 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Hiaains, Eomunp Ernygst, Newent, Glos, Farmer June 
18 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Hiti, Eowarp, Essex rd, Picture Frame Maker June 21 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hocssy, Epirs Evuex, Folkestone, Confectioner 
18 at 10.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hottanp, JosepH Ricwarp, Sparkbridge, nr Ulverston, 
Lancs, Currier June 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Ho.tiesone, Haroitp Taenca, Norfolk st, Strand June 20 
atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


June 20 at 12 


June 


| Hutt, Georce Benson, Mappleboro Green, nr Redditch, 


Warwick, Fish Salesman June 20 at 12 Ruskin 
chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Jounson, Freperick WattkKr, Kingston upon Hull, Tram 
Conductor June 18 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Jounson, Witi1amu, Oldham, Lancs, Dairyman June 24 a 
11.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Kezen,\H Frepnrick, Strand, Advertisement Contractor June 
21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lawson, Witu1am, South Shields, Stone Mason June 18 
atll Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Litrie, Rosert Jouy, BorgJ le Marsh, Lincs, Proprietor 
of GasWorks June 23 at 12,30 Off Rec,4 and 6, West 
st, Boston 

Marrs, Marcaret, Wigan, Furniture Dealer June 20 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Miygarps, Grace, Northampton, Picture Framer June 20 
at 11.30 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
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Rowe, Jouy, Blackwater, Cornwall, Butcher June 18 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Suosroox, Ernest Westaway, Plymouth, Auctioneer 
June 21 at 3.80 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Siucock, Frank, Patricroft, Lancs, Baker June 18 at 11 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Sreap, Sanag Euiza, Bridlington, Yorks, Lodging House 
Keeper June 20at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scar- 
borough 

Supran, Isearn, and Hyaman Kavrmay, Gun st, Spitalfields, 
Hat Manufacturers June 22at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Taytor, AnDREW Henry, Babbacombe, Torquay, Baker 
June 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Tuompson, Maria AnsrautrHer, Padiham, Lancs, Grocer 
June 18at11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Waker, Atrrep, Leeds, Cabinet Maker June 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Wuartine, James Matruew, and Ricnagsp Henry Wairina, 

--Skegness, Builders June 23at 12 Off Rec, 4 and 6, 

West st, Boston 

Wivkixson, Josgeru, jun, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, Joiner 
June 20 at 2.15 Huddersfield Incorporated Law 
Society’s Room, Imperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Wiutams, Morris, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
June 20 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autzx, Epwarp Wi.wiam, Norwich, Grocer Norwich 
Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Beams, JoszrH Haroip, Gosport, Hants, Clerk Ports- 
mouth Pet June6é Ord June6é 

BexneTT, LeonarD, and Artuur Henry Srvusss, King- 
ston upon Hull, Watchmakers Kingston upon Huil 
Pet May 24 Ord June8 

Bineuam, Ropert Witi1Am, Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet June7 Ord June7 

Boyes, Freperick Cuares, Studley, Warwick, Wheelwright 

~ Warwick Pet June8 Ord June8 

Brows, Atrrep Ernest, Liverpool, Auctioneer Liverpool 
Pet April7 Ord June 7 

Borrovenus, Arruur, Lowestoft, Butcher Great Yarmouth 
Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Cusuirrg, James, Shevington, Lancs, Farmer Wigan 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Dontevy, Joun Parrick Leo, Tulse hill, Surrey, Con- 
sulting Electrician High Court Pet Feb7 Ord June8 

Duykuey, ALreep Howarp, Prittlewell, Essex, Stonemason 
Chelmsford Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Douwnert, Francis Ernest, Twickenham, Engineer Brent- 
ford Pet Feb17 Ord June6 

Farpank, Marx, Kingston upon Hull, Butcher Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Featuer, Joz, Bradford, Top Maker Bradford Pet June 

Ord June 8 

FrrnyHouacH, Jouy, Heaton, or Macclesfield, Farmer 
Macclesfield Pet May 23 Ord June7 

Gitt, Euity, Keighley, Yorks, Confectioner Bradford Pet 
June4 Ord June 4 

Green, Grorce Cuagvzs, and Artuur Grery, Leicester, 
Bakers Leicester Pet June7 Ord June7 

Haxpy, Farprerick Grorer, Newington green, Mildmay, 
Retail Confectioner High Court Pet June 6 Ord 
June 6 

Harroap, Georor, Abergwynfl, Colliery Roadman Neath 
Pet June7 Ord June7 

Hartiey, Raongs, Harrogate, Boot Dealer York Pet 
June7 Ord June7 

Hay. Wivuiam, Leicester Leicester Pet June 8 Ord 
June 8 

Hitt, Epwarp, Essex rd, Picture Frame Maker High 
Court Pet June 7 Ord June7 

Howeatz, Freperic, Ventnor, I of W, Hotel Keeper 
Ryde Pet May 12 Ord Junel 

IsragL, Davip, West sq, Southwark, Carman High Court 
Pet April 28 Ord June 7 

Jounson, Witt1aM, Oldham, Dairyman Oldham Pet June 

Ord June 6 

Jonzs, Witt1am Tomas, Bolton, Insurance Agent Bol- 
ton Pet April27 Ord June7 

Lawson, WILLIAM, South Shields, Stonemason Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June3 Ord June 7 

Levy, Grorce Jonan, Aberdare gdns, West Hampstead 
High Court Pet May5 Ord June 7 

Littie, Rosert Jonny, Burgh le Marsh, Lincs, Proprietor 
of Gas Works Boston Pet June6é Ord June 6 

Mesnirietp, Wittiam Francie, Holloway rd, Islington 
High Court Pet May9 Ord June 7 





Mivearps, Grace, Northampton, Picture Framer North- 
ampton Pet June7 Ord June7 

Newsvum, Josrrn Frepericx, Balby, nr Doncaster, Builder 
Sheffield Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Pacmuer, Wituiam, Aberdare, Glam, General Dealer Aber- 
dare Pet June8 OrdJune8 

Payne, Epwarp, West Hartlepool, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Perrs, Ernest James, Birmingham, Painter Birmingham 
Pet May 27 Ord June7 

Pituxcer, Joun, Weston super Mare, Tobacconist Bridg- 
water Pet June 8 Ord June8 

Pyman, Fesperick Wicwiam, Clifton, Bristol, Boot Dealer 
Bristol Pet June7 Ord June7 

Rosinson, Raymonp Wares, Doncaster, Meat Salesmin 
Sheffield Pet June7 Ord June7 

SHosprooxk, Ernest Westaway, Plymouth, Auctioneer 
Plymouth Pet May 13 Ord June8 

Sreap, Sarau Exiza, Bridlington, Yorks, Lodging House 
Keeper Scarborough Pet June6 Ord Juneé 

Stites, Witu1am. Worcester, Pork Batcher Worcester 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Supaan, [srart, and Hyaman Kaurmay, Gun st, Spitalfields, 
Hat Manufacturers High Court Pet June 6 Ord 
June 6 

Tovey, James, Christchurch, Mon Newport, Mon Pet 
Jan12 Ord June8 

Tusner, Davin Pickne.t, Brighton, Dairyman Brighton 
Pet May 18 Ord June 4 

Waxetam, James Heyry, Huthwaite, Notts, Grocer 
Nottingham Pet June8 Ord June 8 

WALKER, ALFaeD, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Leeds Pet June 

Ord June 7 

Wartina, Faep, Ilketshall Saint Andrew, Suffolk, Black- 
smith Great Yarmouth Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Wurtine, James Marruew, and Ricaakp Henry Wairtinea, 
Skegness, Builders Boston Pet May 14 Ord June 8 

Wituiams, Ernest Joun, Gilfach Goch, Collier Ostler 
Cardiff Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Wictsuire, George Henry, Mountain Ash, Glam, 
Fruiterer Aberdare PetJune8 Ord June8 

Youna, Wittiam Henry, Knight’s Park, Kingston, Builder 
Kingston, Surrey Pet April19 Ord June 7 


London Gazette,—Turspay, June 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ADAMS, DANIEL, Whitland, Carmarthen, Grocer Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Juoe9 Ord June ¥ 

ADNITT, HARRY WILLIAM, Wellingborough, Printer 
Northampton PetJune8 Ord June8 

BOWERS, CHARLES! JOSEPH, Tedstone, Delamere, Hereford, 
Farmer Worcester Pet Junell Ord June 11 

CHECKLEY, HAWTIN, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet May 23 
Ord June 9 

DAVIES, DAVID, Pontypridd, Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Junell Ord June 11 

DAVIS, JOHN NELSON, Plymouth, Jeweller Plymouth 
Pet May 27 Ord June 10 

Dops, HARRY ALEXANDER, Crumpsal!, Manchester, 
Bleacher Manchester Pet June 11 Ord June li 

DoYLE, JOHN, Lover, Fishmonuger Canterbury Pet June 
13 Ord Jane 13 

DOYLE, ROBERT, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate, Ac- 
countant High Court Pet May 24 Ord Jane 10 

EDWARDRS, CECIL, Waverton st, Mayfair High Court Pet 
Mar3 Ord June 10 

GRANDIDGE, ROBERT MATTHEW, Bury, Saddler Bolton 
vet June 10 Ord June 10 

Gray, WALTER THOMAS, Saxmundham, Shorthand Writer 
Ipswich Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

GRIME, WILLIAM ROBERT, Appley Bridge, Lancs, Music 
Dealer Wigan Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

HALL, EDWAR» CRalIG, Lime stsq, Timber Merchant High 
Court Pet Mayiz Ord June 10 

HAND, GEORGE MANNERS, Newcastle on Tyne, Auctioneer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 21 Ord June 9 

HAkRISON, ELIZABETH BALLANTYNE, Norwich, Boot 
Manufacturer Norwich Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

HILL, FRANK WILLIAM, Lower Easton, St Mark's, Bristol, 
Furniture Dealer Bristol Pet Junell Ord June 11 

HIRD, HENRY, Ulverston, Jeweller Barrow in Furness 
Pet May 27 Ord June 8 " 

HOBDAY, CLAUD, Twickenham, Turf Commission Agent 
Brentford Pet May 19 Ord June 10 é 
JAcoBS, JOHN MATTHEW, Brighton, Music Seller Brigh- 

ton PetJuneli Ord June 11 
JOHNSON, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Junell Ord June ll 





LAUGHLAND, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Radstock, Somerset, 
Draper Bath Pet June7 Ord June 11 

LaWSON, GEORGE, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 

LEAR, HENRY, Priddy, Somerset, Farmer Wells Pet 
June ll Ord June 11 

LISLE, WILLIAM HENrRy, Blaencwm, Treherbert, Glam, 
Haulier Pontypridd Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

MILES, HARIETT, South Collipgham, Notts Nottingham 
Pet May 28 Ord June 9 

Nassi¥, PAUL, Maida Vale, Stock Dealer High Court 
Pet Jan 19 Ord June 11 

NIGHTINGALE, ALBERT, Rugby, Motor Engineer Coventry 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

PEACOCK, WILLIAM WEBSTER, Pembroke, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Pembroke Dock Pet May 30 Ord June 10 

PINK, WILLIAM JARRETT, Cambridge, Hosier Cambridge 
Pet May 28 Ord June 11 

POWELL, ALBERT CHARLES, Walworth rd, Toy Dealer 
High Coart Pet June10 Ord Juve 10 

RADFORD, WILLIAM GEORGE, Reuland, Bristol, Saddler 
Bristol Pet June 10 Ord June10 

RIDIHOUGH, JOHN, Rosegrove, Burnley, Horse Dealer 
Burnley Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

SoutH, Isaac, Coleby Mill, Lincs, Miller Lincoln Pet 
June 9 Ord June 9 

SULLIVAN, MICHAEL, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet June9 Ord June 9 

TILLSON, THOMAS GEORGE, Loughborough, Pastry Cook 
Leicester Pet June9 O:id June 9 

Top, WILLIAM, Durrant’s Llotel, Manchester sq High 
Court Pet April 28 Ord June 9 

WAKELEN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Bradford, Medicine Vendor 
Bradford PetJune9 Ord June 9 

WALTERS, MORGAN, Briton Ferry, Glam, Coal Merchant 
Aberavon PetJune9 Ord June 9 

WILSON, CHARLES ALBERT, Beatrice rd, Bermondsey, 
Clerk High Court PetJune1l0 Ord June lw 

WILSON, GEORGE ARMITAGE, Halifax, Mill Furnisher 
Halifax Pet June 9 OrdJuaceyv 

WRIGHT, CHARLES, Finsbury circus High Court Pet 
Mar5 Ord June 9 

WRIGHT, EDWARD GEORGE, Coltishall, Norfolk, Cycle 
Agent Norwich Pet June 10 Ord June lu 

WRIGHT, SIDNEY FOWLER, Birmingham, Accountant 
Birmingham Pet May6 Ord June ll 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADNITT, HARRY WILLIAM, Wellingborough, Priuter 
June 22at12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
ALLEN, EDWARD WILLIAM, Norwich, Grocer June 22 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ARNOLD, CHARLES WILLIE, Danbury, Essex, Farmer Ju'y 
6at3 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

BARNES, RoBERT, Burnley, Rope Manufacturer June 22 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

BIDDLE, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Tailor June 23 at 
12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

BINGHAN, ROBERT WILLIAM, Loncaster, Butcher June 22 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

BURROUGHS, ARTHUR, Lowestoft, Butcher June 22 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

CUNLIFFE, JAM+S, Shevington, Lancs, Farmer June 23 at 
3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

DAW, HARRY ALBERT, and JAMES TRANTOM, Burnley, 
Hosiers June 22 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 
Preston 

DOWN, JOHN WILLIAM, Cardiff, Bootmaker June 23 at 12 
Off Kec, 117, St Mary st, Carditf 

DOYLE, JOHN, Dover, Fishmonger June 22 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

DOYLE, ROBERT, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate, Accoun- 
tant June 27at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DUKE, KOBERT TENISON, Henley on Thames, Licensed 
Victualier June 22 at 12 Queen's Hotel, Reading 

DUNKLEY, ALFRED HOWARD, Prittlewell, Essex, Stone- 
mason July 6 at 2.30 Shirehall, Chelmsford 

EDWARDEs, CEOIL, Waverton st, Mayfair June 27 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FAIRBANK, Mink, Basten upon Hall, Butcher June 
22 at1l Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgute, 
Hull 

FERNYHOUGH, JOHN, +Heaton, nr Macclesfield, Farmer 
June 23 at 2.80 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccies- 


fleld : 

GRAHAM, JAMES GRAHAM, Conway, Carnarvon, Licensed 
Victualler June 22 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


2a, 


EX@CLUSIVE BUSINESS—LI 


MoonRGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 





SrTRasaT, LONDPYD om, 


CENSED PROPERTY. 








SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
” direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
ea application. 
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GRANDIDGE, ROBERT MATTHEW, Bury, Saddler 
8 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

GRIME, WILLIAM RopeRrT, Wigan, Lancs, 
June 24at11 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

HALL, EDWARD CRAIG, Lime st sq, Timber Merchant 
June 22 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HAND, GEORGE MANNERS, Newcastle on Tyne, Auctioneer 
June 23 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne 

HAnvonD, GrEorGE, Abergwynfl, Colliery Roadman June 
@at 11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, 
Swansa 

HARVEY, HENRY NOWELL, 
pond Promoter 

aldwin st, Bristol 

JOHNSON, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk June 23 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, ‘Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Liste, WILLIAM HENRY, Blaencwm, Treherbert, Glam, 
Haulier June 24 at 2.30 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, Pontypridd 

MILTON, JOHN ARTHUR FREDERICK, Crewe, Hlectrician 
June 23 at12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Morris, DAVID RICHARD, Hampton, Middlesex, Tailor 
June 22 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

NaSsIF, PAUL, Maida vale, Stock Dealer June 27 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

N#WsUM, JOSKPH FREDERICK, 
Builder June 22 at 12.30 
Sheffield 

NIGHTINGALE, ALBERT, Rugby, Motor Engineer 
at1l Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

PALMER, WILLIAM, Aberdare, General Dealer 
il Off Rec, 
Pontypridd 

PARRY, EVAN, Menai Bridge, 
at 2.45 Railway Hotel, Bangor 

PAYNE, EDWARD, West Hartlepool, Grocer 
10.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

PILLINGER, JOHN, Weston super Mare, Tobacconfst 
22at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

POWELL, ALBERT CHARLES, Walworth rd, Toy Dealer 
June 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PREE-K, JOHN, Newport, Mon, General Dealer June 22 
at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

PYMAN, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Clifton, Bristol, Boot 
Dealer June 22 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

ROBINSON, RAYMOND WALTER, Doncaster, Meat Salesman 
June 22at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

TILLSON, THOMAS GEORGE, Loughborough, Leicester, 
Pastry Cook June 23 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
Leicester 

Top, WILLIAM, Durrants Hotel, Manchester sq 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WAKBELEN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Bradford, Medicine Vendor 
June 22at3 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

WHITING, FRED, Ilketshall Saint Andrew, Suffolk, Black- 
smith June 22at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

WILSON, CHARLES ALBERT, Beatrice rd, Rermondsey, 
Clerk June 23 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WILSON, GEORGE ARMITAGE, Halifax, Mill Furnisher 
June 28 at 10.45 County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 

WILTSHIRE, GEORGE HENRY, Mountain Ash, Fruiterer 
June 24 at 11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

WRIGHT, CHARLES, Finsbury circus June 23 at 1 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





June 24 at 


Music Dealer 


Tyndalls Park, Bristol, Com- 
June 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, 


Doncaster 
Figtree Ip, 


Balby, nr 
Off Ree, 


June 22 


June 24 at 
St Catherine chmbrs, St Catherine st, 


Anglesey, Builder June 24 
June 28 at 


June 


June 23 


Bank- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ADAMS, DANIEL, Whitland, 
broke Dock Pet June 9 


Carmarthen, Grocer Pem- 


Ord June 9 


| WILLIAMSON, HERBERT, Nottingham 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 18, tord. 





ADNITT, HARRY WILLIAM, W ellingborough, Printer ‘North- 
ampton Pet June8 Ord June8 

BOWERS, CHARLES JOSEPH, Tedstone, Delamere, Hereford, 
Farmer Worcester Pet Junell Ord June 11 

DAVIES, DAVID, Pontypridd, Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

DoYLk, JoHN, Dover, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet June 
13 Ord June 13 

GILLOTT, CHARLES ial Derby, Draper Sheffield Pet 
June6 Ord Junel 

GRANDIDGE, ROBERT - Bury, 
Bolton Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

GRAY, WALTER THOMAS, Saxmundham, Shorthand Writer 
Ipswich Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

GRIME, WILLIAM ROBERT, Appley Bridge, Lancs, Music 
Dealer Wigan Pet June10 Ord June 10 

HAND, GEORGE MANNERS, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Auctioneer Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 21 Ord 
June 11 

HARRISON, 
Manufacturer 


Lanes, Saddler 


ELIZABETH BALLANTYNE, Norwich, Boot 

Norwich Pet June10 Ord June 10 

HARVEY, HENRY NOWELL, Tyndall's Park, Bristol, Com- 
pany Promoter Bristol Pet May 23 Ord June 11 

HERNANDEZ, LEO MICHARL, Barnes Wandsworth Pet 
Mar 14 Ord June 9 

JACKSON, GLADYS ANNIE, Brighton, 
Pet May 26 Ord June 10 

Jonson, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk Newcastle on 
fyne Pet Junell Ord Junell 

LAWSON, GEORGE, Walsall, Baker 
Ord June 6 

LEAR, HENRY, Priddy, 
Juneil Ord June ll 

LISLE, WILLIAM HENRY, Blaencwm, Treherbert, 
Haulier Pontypridd PetJune9 Ord June 9 

MILTON, JOHN ARTHUR FREDERIGK, Crewe, Electrician 
Crewe Pet May 24 Ord June ll 

MORRIS, DAVID RICHARD, Hampton, Tailor Kingston, 
Surrey Pet June7 Ord June 7 

NIGHTINGALE, ALBERT, Rugby, Motor Engineer Coventry 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

RADFORD, WILLIAM GEORGE, Redland, 
Bristol Pet June 10 Ord 7une 10 

RIDIHOUGH, JOHN, Rosegrove, ee. 
surnley Pet Junel0 Ord June 10 

Srmcock, FRANK, Patricroft, Lancs, Baker 
May 13 Ord June 9 

SouTH, ISAAO, Coleby Mills, Lincs, Miller Lincoln 
June9 Ord June9 

SULLIVAN, MICHAEL, Swansea, Licensed Victualler Swan- 
sea Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

SWANN, FRANCIS ERNEST, Fleet st, Solicitor 
Pet April 21 Ord Jane9 

THOMPSON, WILLIAM HENRY, Guildford st, Russell 8q, 
Costumier High Court Pet Aprils Ord June 9 

TILLSON, THOMAS GEORGE, Loughborough, Pastry Cook 
Leicester Pet Jane9 Ord June 9 

VAN DE WATER, LEOPOLD LEONCE EDGARD, Mannamead, 
Plymouth Plymouth Pet April29 Ord June 9 

WAILES, WILLIAM CORDNER, Cardiff, Shipowner Cardiff 
Pet May 23 Ord June 9 

WAKELEN, WILLIAM EDWARD, Bradford, Medicine Vendor 
Bradford Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

WALTERS, MORGAN, Briton Ferry, Glam, Coal Merchant, 
Neath Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


Milliner Brighton 
Walsall Pet June 6 


Somerset, Farmer Wells Pet 


Glam, 


Bristol, Saddler 
Horse Dealer 
Salford Pet 
Pet 


High Court 


Nottingham Pet 


May 25 Ord June 10 


WILSON, CHARLES ALBERT, Beatrice rd, Bermondsey, Clerk 
High Ceurt Pet Junel0 Ord June 10 





BiQ2 


INTERESTS 





REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 


PURCHASED. 
Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 


MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 








Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 


BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY. 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
32, Moorgate Street, E.C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.-1.a. 


Assets: 
£6,500,000° 


» Manager and Actuary. 





WILSON, "GEORGE ARMITAGE, Halifax, Mill Furnisher 
Halifax Pet June9 Ord June 9 

WRIGHT, EDWARD GEORGE, Coltishall, Norfolk, Cyele 
Agent Norwich Pet June10 Ord June 10 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 31: 

BARTON, FRANCES ELIZA, Fallowfield, Manchester, Mantle 

Manufacturer Manchester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


NORWAY 222<x 
VISITING FINEST FJORDS, 








the Famous Yachting Steamer 


**OPHIR”’ 
and 
s.s. ‘‘OMRAH”’ 
8,130 tons. 
From LONDON— 
24th June and 15th July, 
From GRIMSBY— 
16th and 30th July ; 
13th and 27th August. 


13 DAYS 


for 


1 9 GUINEAS 


and 
Upwards. 
LUXURIOUS ACCOMMODATION 


Write for Free Illustrated Booklet to ORIENT STEAM 
NAVIGATION COMPANY, 5, Fenchurch Avenue, London, 
E.C., and 28, Cockspur Street, 8.W. Managers—F, GREEN 
& CO., and ANDERSON, ANDERSON & CO. 


THE ALLIANCE CREDIT BANK 
OF LONDON, LIMITED, 
11, SOUTHAMPTON ROW, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 


ADVANCES from £100 to any amount 
without delay on reasonable terms, with or without 
security on Note of Hand, Stocks and Shares, Life 
Policies, &c. BILLS DISCOUNTED. 
Prospectus gratis. A. N. SQUIRRELL, Manager. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 











A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and 
Text-books always on Sale. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


3, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, £.O. 





Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x THe Reren or Wittum & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Ooroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


JAPAN-BRITISH EXHIBITION, 
Be a re 8 Busb, W. 
der the auspices of the 
IMPERIAL JAPANKSE GOVERNMENT. 
Open 11 a.m. to ll p.m 
ADMISSION ONE SHILLING. 
40 ACRES UNDER COVER. 


(j BEA TESe EXHIBITION IN 
HISTORY. 
MAIN ENTRANCE. 





1910. 


UXBRIDGE ROAD. 


JAPAN AT WORK. 
JAPAN AT PLAY, 
JAPAN IN 1 IN PEACE AND WAB. 


AMOUS BANDS. _ 
IMPERIAL JAPANESE MILITARY BAND. 
— of Japan’s ~~ 7 pee 
ever before out of Nippo 
UNIQUE AND UNPRECEDENTED ‘ATTRACTIONS. 


WOMEN’S CON 8 CONGRESS, 
“ Aspects of Women’s Work.” 
Commencing June 6th. 

















ATION 


TEAM 


ondon, 


and 





ae CO 





rAL/ 


